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Response to Comments

Finding of Suitabili_ to Transfer

Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, California

'- 31 October 2002 Comments on Final FOST from: Ms. Jennifer Rich, Remedial Project Manager, DTSC

GENERAL COMMENTS RESPONSE

1. Please be sure to include this letter in Attachment 5 of the FOST. The Navy recently explained to DTSC that this letter will not be attached

to this due to the time lag between the FOST and DTSC's letter. However,

your letter will be provided to the transferees of this property for their
understanding of DTSC's postion on this FOST.

31 October 2002 Comments on Final FOST from: Ms. Jennifer Rich, Remedial Project Manager, DTSC

SPECIFIC COMMENTS RESPONSE

1. Pa_e i, Table of Contents

Section 8.6 - In order to be accurate and consistent with the heading for
Section 8.6 (page 15), please change, "Covenant - Additional Remedial This request has been incorporated into the document.
Action" to "Covenants - Remedial Actions".

2. Page iv, Acronyms/Abbreviations (continued)

"VOC" is used once in the document on page 7, but "VOC" is not
VOC has been added to the acronym list.included in this acronym list. Please either include "VOC" in the

acronym list, or simply spell out "VOC" on page 7 and do not use the
acronym at all. _ _,

3. Page 4, Section 4.0 National Environmental Policy Act Compliance
Line 6 - This appears to be the first time "ROD" is used in the document.

This change has been incorporated.If so, please spell it out. "ROD" is currently spelled out on page 5.
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Response to Comments

Finding.of Suitability to Transfer

Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, California

SPECIFICCOMMENTS RESPONSE

4. Pages 6 and 7, Section 7.1 Environmental Findings in Adjacent Properties
Within Parcel 24

Lines I and 2 - Currently read, "The following are the sites

within the in Parcel 24 that have ongoing investigations or ' This request has been incorporated into the document
cleanups:". To make the sentence read properly, please delete
"the in".

Paragraph 5, Line 3 - The number of USTs was changed from 39
in the Pre-Final FOST to 13 in the Final FOST. According to the DTSC and the EBS are correct. The number of USTs is 39 and not 13. This

Navy's RTCs, the Navy believed the Basewide EBS to be in error has been changed in the text.
when the EBS referred to UST-22A through 22M totaling 39

USTs, thus changing the number from 39 to 13. However, in
looking at Table 5-5 (EBS) it appears that for each UST (A-M), ,

there are multiple USTs associated with each. The total number
of USTs equals 39. Assuming the EBS is in fact correct, please
change the total number of USTs back to 39. Table 3 and

Attachment 3 also require some changes as follows:

a) Table 3, Page I of 3, Column 2, Row 6 - Please change "UST 22E- UST 22E 1,2 has been changed to UST 22 E (1-3)
1,2" to "UST 22E (1-3)".

b) Table 3, Column 3 - In order to not mislead the reader, please This section is consistent with the past FOSLs. Since these USTs have been
indicate the number of USTs in each of the descriptions for UST 22 (A closed with a "No Further Action" status, the Navy feels this detail is not
through K and M). For instance, the description for UST 22A (1,2) states, necessary. If the reader wishes to obtain more information, they may go to

"15,000-gallon, steel, fuel oil UST'. It is unclear whether the two USTs the EBS noted in the references and in the footnotes.
had a total capacity of 15,000-gallons, or whether each of the USTs had a

capacity of 15,000- gallons. According to the EBS, each of the two USTs
associated with 22A had a capacity of 15,000 gallons. Please change to

read, "(2) 15,000-gaUon, steel, fuel oil USTs'. UST 22 (B through K and
M) should also be changed accordingly. UST 22L is unique to the others.
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Response to Comments

Finding of Suitability to Transfer

Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, California

SPECIFIC COMMENTS RESPONSE

4 b. (con 0 The description for UST 22L (1-3) states, "500-gallon, steel,

(cont.) gasoline UST', when in fact, there are three USTs with the following
capacities: 500-gallon, 8,000-gallon, and 8,000-gallon. The description
fails to mention anything about the two 8,000-gallon USTs. Please

correct the description.

c. Attachment 3, Petroleum Products Notification Table, Column 3 - This request has been incorporated into the document.

Please change "UST 22E-1,2" to "UST 22E (1-3)".

Paragraph 5, Line 7 - The Petroleum Exclusion under CERCLA is not an "CERCLA Petroleum Exclusion Act" was changed to "CERCLA Petroleum
" Act". Please delete "Acf' in "CERCLA Petroleum Exclusion Act". Exclusion Clause"

Paragraph 5, Line 10 - Please refer to Specific Comment No. 2 above.
VOC has been added to the acronym list.

Paragraph 6, Last Sentence - Please delete and replace with the following
sentence, "IRP-16 is currently under evaluation as part of the ongoing This request has been incorporated into the document.
focused FS for OU-4." DTSC previously asked for this sentence to be
deleted and replaced with a new one (in a fax sent to the Navy on 8-29-02

and again in a comment letter dated 9-24-02). The Navy's RTCs
incorrectly state that the requested change was incorporated into the
document.

Paragraph 7 - The information in this paragraph was taken directly from
the Draft Final Work Plan - Aboveground Storage Tank (AST) Site The appropriate reference has been incorporated into the document and

194A/B and Underground Storage Tanks (UST) Site I and UST Site 268, included into Attachment 1.
Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, Tustin, California, dated August 23,
2002. Please include the reference here and in Attachment 1.



Response to Comments

Finding of Suitability to Transfer

Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, California

SPECIFICCOMMENTS RESPONSE

5. Page 9, Section 8:1 Notification - Polychlorin_/ted Biphenyls

Last Paragraph, Line I - Please change "parcel 24" to "Parcel 24".
(This comment was previously made by DTSC on the draft, draft This request has been incorporated into the document.
final, and pre-final. The Navy has twice incorrectly stated in

RTCs that the requested change has been incorporated into the
document.

Last Paragraph, Line 3 - Please change "concentrations of PCBs
less than 27 are still present in the transfer area. As these" to The sentence will be change to read, "...concentrations of PCBs at 27 ppm

"concentrations of PCBs at or less than 27 ppm are still present in are still present .... "
the transfer area. As these". (This comment was previously

made by DTSC on the draft, draft final, and pre-final. The Navy
has twice incorrectly stated in RTCs that the requested change;

has been incorporated into the document.
4

6. Page 11, Section 8.3 Notifications And Restrictions - Asbestos2Containing
Material

i .I

Paragraph 2 - In the Pre-Finai FOST this paragraph included the This sentence was inadvertently omitted from the document. The
following sentence, "Buildings that are to be demolished may be sentence was added to the document.

occupied on an interim basis only if the transferee condudts the necessary
ACM surveys and abatement according to all local, state, and federal :
requirements." This sentence appears to havebeen inadvertently ..........
omitted from the Final FOST. Please include the sentence in the Final
FOST.
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Response to Comments

Finding of Suitability to Transfer

Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, California
i

SPECIFIC COMMENTS _ _ RESPONSE

7 Page 15, Section 9.0 Finding of Suitability

Line 3 - Please change "are suitable" to "is suitable". (This comment was

previously made by DTSC in a fax sent to the Navy on 8-29-02 and again This comment will not be incorporated and apologize for confusion in the

in a letter sent to the Navy on 9-24-02.) The Navy's RTCs _ncorrectly , earlier version of this FOST.
state that the requested change was incorporated into the document.

8. Table 1, Buildings Within Transfer Portion of Parcel 24

Building 3005T - The proposed disposition is listed as "Reuse", however,
the rest of the document lists the proposed disposition as "demolition" or The disposition of building 3005T has been changed from reuse to
"TBD'. Please make the necessary correction(s). (This comment was demolition.

previously made by DTSC in letters dated 8-22-02 and 9-24-02. This
comment has not been addressed by the Navy in any of their RTCs.)

9. Table 3, Former UST/AST Sites Within Transfer Portion of Parcel 24

See response for Specific Comment No. 4 (a and b) above.
Please refer to Specific Comment No. 4 (a and b) above.

Note c - If the Navy's intent is to refer the reader to the Department of
Table 7 has been changed to Table 4.Defense Environmental Condition of Property Area Types Table, then

"(Table 7)" should be changed to "(Table 4)". Please make the
appropriate change. (DTSC questioned the Navy about this in a letter

dated 9-24-02, but based on the Navy's response, the question was
misunderstood.)

. .... , - ...
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Response to Comments

Finding of Suitability to Transfer

Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, California

SPECIFIC COMMENTS RESPONSE

10. Table 7, Summary. of ACM Survey Results in Buildings Within Transfer
Portion of Parcel 24

DTSC requested in a letter to the Navy dated 8-22-02 that the Final FOST The Navy does not find it necessary to incorporate the old ACM data on

(text and tables) include the information from the resurvey that was to be Building 247 since No ACM was found during the 2002 survey.
conducted in August 2002. In DTSC's comment letter to the Navy dated
9-24-02 (on the Pre-Final) we stated that the resurvey information was
included in text but not the table and asked for the information to be
included in Table 7. The new information is now included in Table 7, but

the old information was deleted. In column 6 (Survey Report Date),

please show "1991, 2002". In column 7 (ACM Found?), please show "Yes,
No". In column 9 (Type Condition), please include the old information
Jl • i, • 11

Non-friable ACM (1991) and underneath the new information No
FAD ACM (2002)". Note I also needs to include the Brown and Caldwell

reference for the 2002 survey. Please make the corrections. The appropriate reference has been included.

11. Attachment 3, Petroleum Products Notificatiori Table

Please refer to Specific Comment No. 4 (c) above. See response to Specific Comment No. 4 (c)

Please delete Column 1, Carve Out Area. (Comment previously made by The CO area column has been deleted.
DTSC in a letter to the Navy on 9-24-02.) Navy stated in its RTCs that the
carve-out area column was deleted. It was deleted from the Hazardous

Substances Notification Table, but not the Petroleum Products
Notification Table. Please make the correction.



Response to Comments

Finding of Suitability to Transfer

Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, California

SPECIFICCOMMENTS RESPONSE

12. Attachment 5, Comments/Response to Comments

Navy's response to DTSC General Comment No. 1 - The statement that the

pre-final was given as a courtesy to the BCT for review is not entirely Comment noted.
accurate. The pre-final was issued, in part, because there were numerous

problems with the draft final and the BCT was still trying to resolve some
outstanding issues. Issuing the pre-final was an attempt to resolve those
issues prior to finalizing the document.

Last sentence of Navy's response to DTSC General Comment No. 1 - DTSC isI The Navy will avoid substantial changes to draft-final documents after

unclear about the statement that, "In future documents, any revised text their issuance unless they result from a regulatory comment.
will be avoided after the draft-final version has been reviewed." Please

explain.

The Navy added the last sentence since future groundwater sampling will

Navy's response to DTSC Specific Comment No. 6 (Paragraph 4, Last Sentence) be taken at IRP-13W. If the samples result in ND, NFA will be requested
- DTSC has no problem with the sentence that was added, but is unclear for the site. If contamination is detected, then remedial alternatives will be

concerning the Navy's rationale for doing so. discussed. However, until the GW samples are taken, the FS will be
discussing remedial alternatives.

Navy's response to DTSC Specific Comment No. 6 (Paragraph 5, Sentence 2) -
The first part of Navy's response is inaccurate. While the _entence was '

not changed specifically as requested, the sentence was changed to read, The response states that the sentence was not added due to the lack of

"IRP-16 originally consisted of three subsections: IRP-16A, 16B and 16cY information regarding acreages. The original request was to add the

Also, with regard to the "CERCLA Petroleum Exclusion Act," please sentence, "IRP-16 originally consisted of three subsections: IRP-16A, 16B
refer to Specific Comment No. 4 on page 2 of this enclosure, and 16C, which encompassed (please fill in number) acres."

See response to Specific Comment #4.
Navy's response to DTSC Specific Comment No. 6 (Paragraph 5, Sentences 3, 4
and 5) - Please refer to Specific Comment No. 4 on pages I and 2 of this
enclosure.

See response to Specific Comment #4.

Navy's response to DTSC Specific Comment No. 6 (Paragraph 6, Line 4) -
DTSC was not asking for the information to be included in the FOST, we

were simply asking for an explanation. See response to Specific Comment #6 for explanation.



ResponsetoComments

Finding of Suitability to Transfer

Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, California

SPECIFIC COMMENTS _ RESPONSE

12. Navy's response to DTSC Specific Comment No. 6 (Paragraph 6, Last The Navy apologizes for incorrectly stating this incorporation. The text

(cont.) Sentence) - The Navy incorrectly states that the requested change has was changed when the RTCs were written, however was changed back to
been incorporated into the document. Please refer to Specific Comment the original after a discussion of IRP-16 possibly not being in the FS.

No. 4 on page to of this enclosure. However the sentence will be incorporated since IRP-16 has been
determined to be included in the OU-4 FS.

Navy's response to DTSC Specific Comment No. 7 (Bullet Item 4) -The The response states, "The following sentence was added to the fourth

response should also state that the AOCs were deleted from the bullet paragraph of section 7.1, "The IRP-13W site contains AOCs: MAE-04, ST-
item. 14A/B/C, ST-15, and TOW-X7. MAE-04, ST-14 (A-C), ST-15 and TOW-X7

were demolished and removed as part of the removal action." Also,
MAE-04, TOW-X7, ST-15 and ST-14A/B/C were removed from the fourth
bullet in Section 7.2."

Navy's response to DTSC Specific Comment No. 10, As part of this This change will not be incorporated. Although the quotation marks can

comment, DTSC had requested that the second set of quotation marks in be looked upon as being unnecessary, it is a direct language from
the paragraph be deleted. The Navy incorrectly responded that the CERCLA.
requested change had been incorporated into the document. Please
incorporate the change.

Navy's response to DTSC Specific Comment No. 11 - There are two words

that are incorrect in the first two lines of the Navy's response. Please The word "sentence" will not be changed to "line" in the RTC. Comment
change "sentence" to "line" and change "is suitable" to "are suitable", noted, but these changes cannot be made to the FOST at this time.

Also, please refer to Specific Comment No.7 on page 3 of this enclosure.

Navy's response to DTSC Specific Comment No.12 - In reviewing the second See response to Specific Comment #9 of this enclosure.

part of the Navy's response, it is clear that DTSC's original comment was
misunderstood. Please refer to Specific Comment No. 9 on page 3 of this
enclosure.

See response to Specific Comment #11 of this enclosure.
Navy's response to DTSC Specific Comment No. 15 - Please refer to Specific
Comment No. 11 on page 4 of this enclosure.

See response to Specific Comment #5 of this enclosure.
Navy's response to DTSC Specific Comment No. 16 (Response to Specific
Comment #2) - Please refer to Specific Comment No. 5 on pages 2 and 3 of
this enclosure. • ........



Response to Comments

Finding of Suitability to Transfer

Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, California

SPECIFIC COMMENTS RESPONSE

12. Navy's response to D TSC Specific Comment No. 16 (Response to Specific

(cont.) Comment #7) - Please refer to Specific Comment No. 10 on page 4 of this See response to Specific Comment #10 of this enclosureenclosure.

Navy's response to DTSC Specific Comment No. 16 (Response to Specific

Comment #12) - Please refer to Specific Comment No. 8 on page 3 of this See response to Specific Comment #8 of this enclosure.
enclosure.

Navy's response to DTSC Specific Comment No. 16 (Response to Specific See response to Specific Comment # 11 of this enclosure.

Comment #23) - Please refer to Specific Comment No. 11 on page 4 of
this enclosure.

Navy's response to DTSC Specific Comment No. 16 (Response to Specific The Navy has previously corrected GC #3, please see the response to

Comment #24) - The requested changes regarding comments submitted comment 3 from the 22 July 2002.

by DTSC have still not been corrected for General Comment # 3 and Specific Comment # 5, 6 and 12 - Specific Comment #24 comments on the
Specific Comment # 5, 6 and 12. Please make the corrections.

typographical errors in DTSC's comments. All of the specific comments

are identical to the comments that were sent to the Navy. No changes
were made per this comment.

The Navy inadvertently left this bullet out. This bullet will beDTSC Specific Comment No. 18 - In DTSC's letter to the Navy dated 9-24-
02 there was an additional bullet item listed as follows: "Some additional incorporated. The Navy understands that unresolved comments may

unresolved comments may come out of this comment letter dated come out of this comment letter. Attachment 6 - Unresolved Comments,
contain these discussions between DTSC and the Navy.September 24, 2002 (e.g., the second part of Specific Comment #2; the

first part of Specific Comment #10, and the third part of Specific
Comment #11). DTSC and the Navy will need to have a discussion once
the Navy has completed their responses to DTSC's latest comments."

The Navy inadvertently left this bullet item off when reproducing these
RTCs. Please include the bullet item and provide a response.
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Response to Comments

Finding of Suitability to Transfer

Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, California

SPECIFIC COMMENTS RESPONSE

13. Attachment 6rUnresolved Comments

This sentence has been added to the Unresolved Comments.

Specific Comment No.2, Paragraph 3 - Please include the following
sentence at the end of the paragraph: "In addition, DTSC cannot concur

categorically that the DON has no future CERCLA liability to evaluate or
remediate LBP releases into the soil should such contamination be
found."

Specific Comment No. 3, Line 5 - Please change "Because of the RWQCB This correction has been incorporated.
uses" to "Because the RWQCB uses".

The column headings have been changed as requested.
The column headings should be changed as follows: "Specific
Comments" to "California Department of Toxic Substances Control

(DTSC)" and "Response" to "United States Department of the Navy
(DON)".

10



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Section Page

ACRONYMS/ABBREVIATIONS ......................................................................................................... iii

-" 1.0 Purpose .................................................................................................................................................. 1

2.0 Property Description ............................................................................................................................ 2

--, 2.1 Parcel 24 (Portion) .................................................................................................................. 2

3.0 Regulatory Coordination .................................................................................................................... 3

,, 4.0 National Environmental Policy Act Compliance ............................................................................ 4

5.0 Environmental Baseline Survey History .......................................................................................... 4

,, 6.0 Environmental Findings ...................................................................................................................... 5

7.0 Environmental Findings in Adjacent Properties ............................................................................. 6

7.1 Environmental Findings in Adjacent Properties Within Parcel 24.......................... 6

7.2 Environmental Findings in Adjacent Properties Surrounding Parcel 24 ................... 8

8.0 Use Restrictions and Notifications .................................................................................................... 8

8.1 Notification - Polychlorinated Biphenyls ........................................................................... 8

8.2 Notification - Radon ............... ............................................................................................... 9

-"_ 8.3 Notifications And Restrictions - Asbestos-Containing Material ................................... 10

8.3.1 Notifications - Asbestos-Containing Material ................................................... 11

" 8.3.1.1 Buildings Planned For Demolition Or "To Be Determined" (TBD)... 11

8.3.1.2 Building Planned For Reuse .................................................................... 12

"- 8.3.2 Restrictions - Asbestos-Containing Material ...................................................... 12

8.3.2.1 Buildings Planned For Demolition Or "To Be Determined" (TBD)... 12

8.3.2.2 Building Planned For Reuse .................................................................... 13

8.4 Notifications And Restrictions - Lead-Based Paint ......................................................... 13

__ 8.4.1 Notifications - Lead-Based Paint ......................................................................... 13

8.4.2 Restrictions - Lead-Based Paint ............................................................................ 14

,.. 8.4.2.1 Nonresidential Buildings ......................................................................... 14

8.5 Notification - Hazardous Substances or Petroleum Products ....................................... 14

8.6 Covenant - Remedial Actions ............................................................................................ 15

8.7 Right of Access ..................................................................................................................... 15

9.0 Finding of Suitability ......................................................................................................................... 15
N_a

FOST 4, Former MCAS Tustin i September 2002



TABLEOFCONTENTS(continued)

TABLES

1 BuildingsWithinTransferPortionofParcel24

2 Former Areas of Concern Within Transfer Portion of Parcel 24

3 Former UST/AST Sites Within Transfer Portion of Parcel 24

4 Department of Defense Environmental Condition of Property Area Types

5 Environmental Factors Considered - Transfer Portion of Parcel 24

6 Summary of PCB Transformer Survey and PCB Equipment Inspection Results in

Buildings Within Transfer Portion of Parcel 24

7 Summary of ACM Survey Results in Buildings Within Transfer Portion of Parcel 24

8 Notifications and Restrictions Summary for Transfer Portion of Parcel 24

FIGURES

1 Former Marine Corps Air Station Tustin Vicinity Map

2 Transfer Property Location Map ...... .-._-

3 Buildings, Former AOCs, and UST/AST Sites Within a Portion of Parcel 24

4 Installation Restoration Program Sites 13E (NFA), 13S, 13W, and 16 (and Adjacent

Properties)

5 Decision Tree for Asbestos-Containing Material Survevs

ATTACHMENTS ;_ -

1 References

2 No Further Action Regulatory Concurrence Letters For AOCs, USTs, and ASTs Within
Transfer Portion of Parcel 24

3 Hazardous Substances and Petroleum Products Notification Tables

4 DoD Policies on Asbestos, Lead-Based Paint, and Radon at Base Realigmnent and

Closure Properties

5 Comments/Response to Comments

6 Unresolved Comments

FOST 4, Former MCAS Tustin ii September 2002 ..,



ACRONYMS/ABBREVIATIONS

ACM asbestos-containing material
AHERA Asbestos Hazard Emergency Response Act
AOC area of concern

AST aboveground storage tank
m

BCT BRACCleanup Team
BRAC base realignment and closure

CaI-EPA California Environmental Protection Agency
CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and

Liability Act
CEQA California Environmental Quality Act

_ CO carveout

DoD (United States) Department of Defense
- DON (United States)Department of the Navy

DTSC (Cal-EPA) Department of Toxic Substances Control

EBS environmentalbaselinesurvey
EIR environmental impact report
EIS environmental impact statement

FAD friable,accessible,ordamaged
_ FFSRA Federal Facility Site Remediation Agreement

FOSL finding of suitability to lease
FOST finding of suitability to transfer

" FS feasibilitystudy

IRP Installation Restoration Program

LBP lead-basedpaint
.. LIFOC lease in furtherance of conveyance

MCAS Marine Corps Air Station
-- MCL maximum contaminant level

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act
-- NFA nofurtheraction

FOST 4, Former MCAS Tustin iii September 2002



ACRONYMS/ABBREVIATIONS (continued)

OPS Operating Properly and Successfully
OU operableunit

PAH polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons
PCB polychlorinated biphenyI

pCi/L picocuries per liter B
ppm parts per million

RAP remedialactionplan
RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

RI remedial investigation
ROD recordofdecision m

RWQCB Regional Water Quality Control Board

TBD to be determined
TCE trichloroethene

1,2,3-TCP 1,2,3 - trichloropropane --

U.S. EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency
UST underground storage tank

VOC volatile organic compound

w

i

FOST 4, Former MCAS Tustin iv September 2002



Finding of Suitability to Transfer for a
" Portion of Parcel 24

-- Former Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, California

1.0 PURPOSE

The purpose of this Finding of Suitability to Transfer (FOST) is to document the
" conclusion that real property at the former Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS)

Tustin, made available through the base realignment and closure (BRAC) process

is environmentally suitable to transfer by deed per provisions of Section 120(h) of
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
(CERCLA).

" This FOST is for a portion of the City of Tustin Reuse Plan Parcel 24 at the former
MCAS Tustin that was found suitable to lease under the Finding of Suitability to
Lease (FOSL) For Carve-Out (CO) Areas 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, and 11, dated April 26,

2002 (herein called "FOSL 3"). FOSL 3 was prepared to support a Lease in
Furtherance of Conveyance (LIFOC) for these CO areas. This FOST is for a

,_ portion of Parcel 24 that lies within the boundary Carve-Out Area 5 (CO-5)
(Figure 2). The Department of the Navy (DON) further evaluated this property
and determined that the portion of Parcel 24 considered in this FOST can be
made available for-transfer. Therefore, DONprepared this FOST for that

purpose. This FOST supercedes FOSL 3 for the portion of Parcel 24 that is the
subject of this FOST.

Approximately 16 acres of Parcel 24 are described in this FOST and are found
suitable for transfer. Approximately 9 a_res of Parcel 24 will continue to be

•- withheld from conveyance at this time due to ongoing investigation or cleanup
of impacted soil and groundwater. See Figures 2 and 4. Please refer to Section
7.0 of this FOST for further information about the portion of Parcel 24 that will

"" continue to be withheld from conveyance at this time.

This FOST, including tables and figures, is based on the final Basewide
-- Environmental Baseline Survey (EBS) Report for MCAS Tustin (BNI 2001) and

other referenced documents listed in Attachment 1, References. Parcel

designations herein match those presented in the EBS Report and are consistent
" with those presented in the final MCAS Tustin Specific Plan/Reuse Plan Errata

(Reuse Plan). The Reuse Plan designates the future use of Parcel 24 as
Residential (City of Tustin, 1998). All environmental factors on the portion ofm

Parcel 24 of this FOST have been found suitable for residential reuse.

This FOST was prepared in accordance with United States Department of
m Defense (DoD) guidance documents, including DoD Guidance on the

Environmental Review Process to Reach a Finding of Suitability to Transfer for

FOST 4 Former MCAS Tustin 1 September 2002



Property Where Release or Disposal Has Occurred (DoD 1994a). The former
MCAS Tustin environmental documents are available in the information

repository located within the government document section of the main library --
of the University of California at Irvine.

2.0 PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

The former MCAS Tustin is located in Southern California near the center of "_

Orange County (Figure 1). The installation is located in a residential and light
industrial/manufacturing area approximately 40 miles south of downtown Los
Angeles and approximately 100 miles north of the California-Mexico border. It "
originally encompassed approximately 1,600 acres of land. Most of the base is
located within the City of Tustin; although approximately 95 acres in the ._
southern portion of the base are within the City of Irvine. The portion of Parcel
24 considered in this FOST is located in the City of Tustin. The Cities of Tustin,
Irvine, and Santa Ana border the base. -,

MCAS Tustin was commissioned in 1942 as a DON lighter-than-air base. The
installation was used to support observation blimps and personnel conducting .,
antisubmarine patrols off the coast of Southern California during World War II.
In 1949, the base was officially decommissioned as an active facility because of
the diminished need for blimp patrols. However, in 1951 the base was -,_
reactivated to support helicopter operations for the Korean War and was
renamed "MCAS (Helicopter) Santa Ana." In 1978, the installation name was
changed to "MCAS (H) Tustin" to reflect its annexation by the City of Tustin. In
1986,the installationwas renamed "MCASTustin."

MCAS Tustin was operationally Closed on July 2, 1999 in accordance with the
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990. Approximately 1152 acres of
the former base was transferred to the City of Tustin in May 2002. For the

portions of the former MCAS Tustin remaining with the DON, the primary
activities are maintenance and environmental cleanup.

2.1 PARCEL 24 (PORTION) "_

Parcel 24 in its entirety consists of approximately 50 acres and is located in the

northern portion of the former MCAS Tustin. Parcel 24 is bordered by Parcel 23
to the north and by portions of Parcel 40 to the east, south, and west. The
boundaries of the transfer portion of Parcel 24 considered in this FOST,

encompassing approximately 16 acres, are depicted on Figure 2.

Buildings 17 (portion), 17T, 41, 53, 66, 89, 228, 247 and 3005T are located in the
transfer portion of Parcel 24 considered in this FOST. Information on each of "_

these buildings is further detailed in Table 1.

FOST 4 Former MCAS Tustin 2 September 2002



Locations of former areas of concern (AOCs) within the proposed FOST area are
"" shown on Figure 3. Descriptions and the regulatory status of the former AOCs

.., are presented in Table 2. Former AOCs are areas investigated for possible
contamination due to storage, disposal, or release of hazardous substances or
petroleum products. Former AOCs (all No Further Action (NFA)) AMS-06,

.-, MDA-06, MDA-10, MWA-17, and ST-21E are located in the transfer portion of
Parcel 24. Some of the former AOCs mentioned make up the former IRP-13E
site, which is discussed in more detail in Section 6.0.

Locations of underground storage tanks (USTs) and aboveground storage tanks
(ASTs) formerly located on the portion of Parcel 24 considered in this FOST are

•.- shown on Figure 3. Descriptions and the regulatory status of former AST/UST
sites are presented in Table 3. UST (NFA) Sites 22 A-M, 66, 89, and AST (NFA)
Sites 169, 170 are located in the transfer portion of Parcel 24 proposed in this

" FOST.

" 3.0 REGULATORY COORDINATION

The environmental restoration and compliance programs at the former MCAS
-" Tustin have been derived from and are being implemented pursuant to the

following regulatory mechanisms:

_,.., - • CERCLA, as amended by the Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act and the Community Environmental Response
Facilitation Act

• Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)

• National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)

• California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

- • Petroleum Corrective Action Program

• California Health and Safety Code

-. The former MCAS Tustin is not a Superfund site and is not listed on the National
Priorities List. A Federal Facility Site Remediation Agreement (FFSRA) between
DON and the California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal-EPA)

Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) was signed for the former
MCAS Tustin on 18 August 1999. The FFSRA defines DON's corrective action

,.. and response action obligations under RCRA and CERCLA.

Since 1993, the BRAC Cleanup Team (BCT) has coordinated cleanup and closure
activities at the former MCAS Tustin. The BCT consists of representatives from
DON, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA), the Santa

,, Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and DTSC. These
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agencies reviewed and commented on the required documents included in
Attachment 1.

DON is the lead federal agency regarding environmental restoration at the
former MCAS Tustin. DTSC is the lead regulatory agency providing oversight
withassistancefromU.S.EPAand RWQCB. ,,

4.0 NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT COMPLIANCE

Potential environmental impacts pertaining to the disposal and reuse of MCAS
Tustin were addressed in the final Environmental Impact Statement .,

(EIS)/Environmental Impact Report (EIR) (DON 1999) and were disclosed to
agencies and the public for comment and review in compliance with the
requirements of NEPA and CEQA. The EIS/EIR was prepared through the joint -_
effort of DON (EIS) and the City of Tustin (EIR). DON prepared a NEPA Record
of Decision (ROD) to document the selected proposed alternative for reuse of
each of the parcels discussed in the EIS/EIR. The NEPA ROD was published on
02 March 2001 (DON 2001b).

5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL BASELINE SURVEY HISTORY

Two EBS Reports have been prepared for the-f0rmer MCAS Tustin describing "_
environmental investigation and closure activities at the base to support reuse.

In April 1997, a site-specific EBS Report was issued for Parcels 6, 8B, 8C, 11A, 33, ,,
38, 39, 41A, and 41B (BNI 1997a). This EBS Report described the environmental
condition of the parcels and associated rights:of-way scheduled for transfer with
respect to the presence of hazardous substances and petroleum products. Since
this report was issued, some of the parcel numbers have been changed.

In 2001 a final Basewide EBS Report was prepared:f0r the former MCAS Tustin ,.

describing environmental investigation and closure activities at the base to
support reuse (BNI 2001). The Basewide EBS Report summarizes environmental
conditions at the facility and includes information concerning installation ,_
restoration programs (IRP) sites, AOCs, USTs, and ASTs. Information
concerning asbestos-containing material (ACM), polychlorinated biphenyls
(PCBs), and lead-based paint (LBP)surveys conducted at the facility is also
included in the Basewide EBS Report.

The BRAC Cleanup Plan Guidebook (DoD 1996) provides the BCT with direction

to classify base property into one of seven Area Types in order to facilitate and
support reuse and transfer. Descriptions of the seven Area Types are provided
in Table 4. The Area Types are ranked in order of their suitability for transfer. "

Area Types I through 4 are considered suitable for transfer by deed. Area Types ,,
5 and 6 are considered unsuitable for transfer by deed until all remedial actions
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have been completed or after the remedy has been demonstrated to be operating
-" properly and successfully (OPS). Areas classified as Area Type 7 either have not

.. been evaluated or require further evaluation in order to classify them into one of
the other Area Types.

m

6.0 ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS

,, Former AOCs and former UST/AST sites have been identified within the portion
of Parcel 24 considered in this FOST. Figure 3 shows the location of the former
AOCs and former UST/AST sites within the portion of Parcel 24 considered in

-- this FOST. Description and site status information for each former AOC and
former UST/AST site are provided in Tables 2 and 3, respectively.

_ All of the former AOCs have been assigned Area Types I through 4 (Table 2).
All of the former UST/AST sites have been assigned Area Type 2 or 3 (Table 3).
All of the former AOCs and former USTs/ASTs have received NFA status by the

-- appropriate regulatory agencies. Signature pages from the concurring regulatory
agencies for all of the former AOCs and former UST/AST sites are included in
Attachment 2.

One former IRP site (IRP-13E) is located on the transfer portion of Parcel 24 of
this FOST. IRP-13E was one of three parts known as the Drum Storage Area No.

--_ 3. Petroleum hydrocarbons, selected metals and polynuclear aromatic -
hydrocarbons (PAH) were found in the soil. No chemicals of concern were
found in the groundwater. The risks posed by chemicals identified in soil at IRP-

" 13E were determined to be within allowable risk ranges and received NFA
concurrence. The site was closed as part of the final OU-2 NFA record of
decision/remedial action plan (ROD/RAP) signed in September 2000 (BNI
2000a).

IRP sites, AOCs and UST Sites located on adjacent properties were also evaluated -

*" in conjunction with this FOST. Based on this evaluation, it was concluded that
contamination from adjacent properties (e.g., groundwater plumes) does not
affect the transfer portion of Parcel 24 considered in this FOST. Summary
information regarding environmental findings from adjacent properties is
included in Section 7.0 of this FOST.

" Environmental factors considered for the portion of Parcel 24 considered in this

FOST are listed in Table 5. Only those factors that require notification or
restriction are discussed in this document.
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7.0 ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS IN ADJACENT PROPERTIES

This section provides a summary of the environmental findings within the
adjacent properties surrounding the transfer portion of Parcel 24 that is the
subject of this FOST. The environmental findings from the adjacent properties
are associated with IRP, AOC and UST sites. These sites are not included within

the portion of Parcel 24 that is the subject of this FOST. These sites include the ,,
appropriate buffer zones where restrictions will be imposed to protect human
health and the environment while investigations and cleanups are ongoing.

These areas are expected to be leased under a LIFOC until investigations and --
cleanups are completed. FOSL 3 supports any future leases of these adjacent
properties, which are in CO-5.

7.1 Environmental Findings in Adjacent Properties Within Parcel 24

The following are the sites within Parcel 24 that have ongoing investigations or
cleanups:

• IRP-13S

• IRP-13W

• IRP-16

• UST-268 and USTs-18A/B

Summary information is provided below for the IRP and UST sites mentioned
above. FOSL 3 also provides further information about the sites mentioned
abo_ze and establishes restrictions that will be imposed on leases to allow use of
the property without impeding the cleanup and to protect human health and the
environment while remaining investigations and cleanups are being completed

(DON2002).

IRP-13S, which is approximately 3.3 acres of Parcel 24, is one of three parts of
Drum Storage Area No. 3 located on the northern portion of Parcel 40 and the
most western portion of Parcel 24 (Figure 4). This site is part of the study area ,.
designated as operable unit (OU)-IA. IRP-13S includes two AOCs (MWA-18 and
ST-72B), an inactive wash area formerly used for cleaning small generators, and
an inactive vehicle maintenance facility that formerly consisted of a garage and a _--

lubrication facility, respectively. During the Remedial Investigation (RI),
trichloroethene (TCE) and 1,2,3-trichloropropane (1,2,3-TCP) were found in both
soil and groundwater at IRP-13S. The likely sources were identified as past
disposal or spills onto the ground. A Feasibility Study (FS) is currently being
prepared to identify remedial alternatives for IRP-13S. -,

IRP-13W, which is approximately 1.5 acres of Parcel 24, is one of three parts of

Drum Storage Area No. 3, consists of two past disposal areas located in the "
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_ northwestern portion of Parcel 24 and contains portions of Parcel 40 (Figure 4).
Hydraulic fluid, diesel fuel, leaded gasoline, oil, paint strippers, battery acids,
solvents and solvent-contaminated washwater were reportedly disposed onto
IRP-13W soils. Petroleum hydrocarbons, selected metals, and polynuclear
aromatic hydrocarbons were found in soil and TCE was found in soil and
groundwater. The IRP-13W site contains AOCs: MAE-04, ST-14A/B/C, ST-15,
and TOW-X7. MAE-04, ST-14 (A-C), ST-15 and TOW-X7 were demolished and
removed as part of the removal action. A soil removal action was recommended,

_" and approximately 3,700 tons of soil was removed in November 1997 (BNI 2001).
Remedial alternatives for contaminated groundwater are being evaluated in the
OU-4 focused FS report (BN12000).

IRP-16, which is approximately 2 acres of Parcel 24, is located in the center of
Parcel 24 (Figure 4). IRP-16 originally consisted of three subsections: IRP-16A,

-" 16B and 16C. IRP-16A consisted of 39 USTs (UST-22A through 22M) and

received NFA concurrence in March 1997 (See letter in Attachment 2). IRP-16C
consisted of AST-169 and AST-170; both received NFA concurrence in September

"" 2000 (See letter in Attachment 2). IRP-16A and IRP-16C were both taken out of

the IRP program under the CERCLA Petroleum Exclusion clause since they
.... contained petroleum, contaminated soil, therefore, it was determined that the

Santa Ana RWQCB had oversight of IRP-16A/C under the Petroleum Corrective
Action Program. IRP-16B is a hydrocarbon and VOC contaminated site that is

_.._ recommended for NFA. The hydrocarbon portion of IRP-16B received NFA in
October 1997 by the RWQCB (See letter in Attachment 2). IRP-16B is what is
currently being referred to as IRP-16 in this FOST. (See figure 4)

IRP-16 was the subject of a confirmation study in 1987 and 1988 and a fuel farm

site assessment in 1993. Based on the investigation findings, two separate
_- excavation and restoration activities were conducted in 1995 and 1996.

Approximately 6,000 tons of contaminated soils were excavated and treated.
DON performed further groundwater evaluation in October 2001 and
determined that all contamination is below the maximum contaminant levels

(MCLs). IRP-16 is currently under evaluation as part of the ongoing focused FS
forOU-4.

UST-268, which is approximately 2 acres, is located in the southern portion of
Parcel 24 (Figure 4). UST-268 was a base fuel filling station primarily utilized for
government vehicles. Prior to 1991, the site contained UST-18A and UST-18B.
These were 1,000 gallon steel gasoline USTs that were installed in 1943. UST-18A

and B were removed by the base before 1991. In 1984, the base replaced UST-
18A/B with UST-268 and a new fuel delivery system. UST-268 was a 4,500-
gallon fiberglass gasoline tank. UST-268 was removed in December 1998.
Between 1998 and 2000 approximately 20,800 tons of contaminated soil was
removed and treated onsite. Soil and groundwater evaluation at UST-268 is
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ongoing. A Draft Final Work Plan is currently under regulatory review. (IT
2002) -_.

7.2 Environmental Findings in Adjacent Properties Surrounding Parcel 24 --

The following are the sites within the adjacent properties outside of Parcel 24
that have ongoing investigations or cleanups: ,,

• IRP-12

• USTs-16, 27A/B _,

• AOCs - ST-72B, MWA-18, DSD-07, and MDA-02

FOSL 3 provides further information about IRP-12, UST-16, 27A/B and the --

various AOC sites. FOSL 3 also establishes restrictions that will be imposed on
leases to allow use of the property without impeding the cleanup and to protect
human health and theenvironment while remaining investigations and cleanups "
are being completed (DON 2002).

8.0 USE _STRICTIONS AND NOTIFICATIONS

The documents listed in Attachment I were evaluated to identify environmental _"
factors that may have affected the portions of Parcel 24 considered in this FOST.
The evaluation identified existing environmental conditions that may warrant -
restrictions on certain activities to assure that post-transfer use of the FOST "_"
property is protective of human health and the environment. Environmental
factors that require notification(s) and/or restriction(s) are discussed below and ,,
summarized in Table 8. See Table 5 for a list of environmental factors
considered.

Attachment 5 provides comments from regulatory agencies and other interested "
parties with DON's corresponding responses. Unresolved comments are r
provided in Attachment 6,per FOST policy in the DoD BaseReuse ,,
Implementation Manual.

All the following restrictions listed in this section will be incorporated into the
deed(s). "

8.1 Notification - Polychlorinated Biphenyls ..

An inventory of PCB items and equipment at the former MCAS Tustin was
conducted in 1992 (Kennedy/Jenks Consultants 1992) (Table 6). One
transformer was found to have a high PCB level of 311 parts per million (ppm) "_
and was replaced as a corrective action and disposed of as a regulated item. All
other known transformers contained less than 50 ppm of PCBs and were
therefore left in place.
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Fluorescent light fixtures were not included in the PCB items and equipment
_" survey. Because some of the buildings on Parcel 24 were built before 1979, some

,, light ballasts in the buildings may contain PCBs. Fluorescent light ballasts
manufactured before 1979 often contain PCBs in small capacitors that may be
disposed as municipal solid waste. No remedial action is required at the

-- buildings unless large quantities of PCB-containing fluorescent light ballasts are
removed. According to DON guidance on disposal of fluorescent light ballasts
containing PCBs (DON 1989), large quantities of PCB small capacitors generated

_" from fluorescent light ballasts, such as when the fixtures in a large office or an
entire building are replaced, should be disposed by the transferee as regulated

,, PCB equipment.

Fluorescent light ballasts that contain PCBs have approximately 1.0 to 1.5 ounces
of PCB fluid in each capacitor. There are approximately 3.1 to 4.7 pounds of PCB

" fluid for every 50 PCB small capacitors in fluorescent light ballasts. If the
transferee plans to dispose fluorescent light ballasts or any other equipment

,., containing more than 3 pounds of PCB fluids, they should be processed by the
transferee as regulated items.

In 1996, a PCB transformer survey was conducted at MCAS Tustin (PWC 1996).
" Per federal regulations (40 Code of Federal Regulations 761.3), transformers with

PCB concentrations less than 50 ppm are classified as non-PCB transformers.

However, equipment containing less than 50 ppm PCBs may be subject to State
hazardous waste laws at time of disposal.

Transformers within the transfer portion of Parcel 24 that have concentrations of
" PCBs at 27 ppm are still present. These transformers are considered non-PCB

transformers under federal-regulations, however, the transferee must comply
with applicable State and local laws at the time of disposal. • :

8.2 Notification - Radon

-- DoD policy (included in Attachment 4) is to disclose available and relevant
radon assessment data pertaining to BRAC property being leased or transferred
for inclusion in property lease/transfer documents. However, there is currently
no federal requirement to perform follow-on radon assessment or mitigation in
federal buildings, including those to be transferred to the public or private sector

,. (DoD 1994b).

Though not required by regulatory agencies, DON conducted a radon survey at

the housing areas of MCAS Tustin in 1991. Radon screening results were based
upon a representative sampling of residential buildings in Parcels 23, 34, 35, and
36. Radon sampling was not conducted on Parcel 24. However, the results of the

__ radon survey indicated that none of the residential buildings contained levels of

radon above 4 picocuries per liter (pCi/L). According to U.S. EPA guidance,
radon at levels of 4 pCi/L or less are considered "low risk," and no mitigation is
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required (DON 1991). Additional radon testing or mitigation, therefore, was not
required.

Based on sampling conducted at adjacent and similar parcels, radon does not
pose any issues or concerns on Parcel 24.

8.3 Notifications And Restrictions - Asbestos-Containing Material

DoD policy with regard to asbestos-containing material is to manage ACM in a
manner protective of human health and the environment, and to comply with all
applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations governing ACM hazards

(DOD 1994b). Therefore, unless it is determined by competent authority that the
ACM in the property poses a threat to human health at the time of transfer, all

property containing ACM will be conveyed, leased or otherwise conveyed "as
is" through the BRAC process. ACM is considered to be a threat to human
health if it is located within the interior of a building and is friable, accessible and
damaged (FAD).

Prior to property disposal, all available information on the existence, extent, and
condition of ACM shall be made available via the EBS report or other

appropriate document to the transferee. The information will include:

• Reasonably available information on the type, location, and condition of
asbestos in any building or improvement on the property; ....

• Available results of testing for asbestos, including results of a site-specific
FAD ACM survey performed to revalidate the condition of the ACM;

• A description of asbestos control measures taken for the property; and

• Available information on costs or time necessary to remove remaining
ACM; however, special studies or tests to obtain this information will not
be provided by DON.

DON is required to conduct a FAD ACM survey only when the reuse plan calls
for a building to be reused or occupied, rather than demolished. Furthermore, a
FAD ACM survey is not required if ACM has never been identified in the
interior of a building during previous asbestos surveys, or if an asbestos survey
conducted after 1996 found no damaged ACM and there is no reason to suspect
that damaged ACM is present. The 1996 date was established to be consistent
with the Asbestos Hazard Emergency Response Act (AHERA), which calls for a

re'inspection to assess the physical condition (i.e., good or damaged) of ACM at
least once every three years. Since base closure occurred in 1999, qualified --_
inspections performed in 1997 or later in buildings that have been vacant since
closure are considered to be in compliance with this act.

ACM shall be remediated prior to property disposal only if it is of a type and
condition that is not in compliance with applicable laws, regulations, and "_
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standards, or if it poses a threat to human health at the time of transfer of the

"" property (i.e., FAD ACM). This remediation shall be accomplished by DON or
... by the transferee under a negotiated requirement of the property transfer. Use of

buildings with FAD ACM will be restricted until abatement has been completed.

When the buildings are scheduled for demolition by the transferee, the transfer
document shall prohibit occupation of the buildings prior to demolition. The
transferee shall assume responsibility for the management of any ACM,

,, including surveys, removal and/or management of ACM prior to or during
demolition, in accordance with applicable laws. Buildings that are to be
demolished may be occupied on an interim basis only if the transferee conducts

-- the necessary ACM surveys and abatement according to all local, state, and
federal requirements.

.. DoD policy with respect to ACM is contained in Attachment 4 and a graphic
representation of this policy and the decision-making process is presented as
Figure 5.

The following sections summarize specific notifications and restrictions
regarding the presence of ACM in some of _the buildings located within the

,. portion of Parcel 24 considered in this FOST.

8.3.1 Notifications - Asbestos-Containing Material

"_" ACM has been identified in buildings located on the transfer portion of Parcel 24. -
Three ACM surveys conducted at the former MCAS Tustin included buildings in
the portion of Parcel 24. The survey results are presented in reports dated
December 1988, December 1991 and August 2002 (IT Corporation 1988; Ecology
and Environment, Inc. 1991; Brown and Caldwell, 2002). Results from the ACM
surveys are summarized in Table 7. To assure full disclosure of all known ACM

on the transfer portion of Parcel 24, copies of the ACM survey reports will be
-_ available at a disclosed location at time of transfer.

8.3.1.1 Buildings Planned For Demolition Or "To Be Determined" (TBD)

.. Building 17 zoas built in 1942. A 1988 survey did notJind any ACM.

Building 17T was built in 1990. The proposed disposition is unknown according to the
reuse plan. This building was never surveyed for asbestos.

Building 41 was built in 1942. A 1991 survey determined that non-friable ACM was
reported in the roofing.

Building 53 was built in 1942. A 1991 survey determined that non-friable ACM was
reported in the roofing, transite, floor tiles, drywall and tar paper.

•.. Building 66 was built in 1944. A 1988 survey determined that non-friable ACM was
reported in the transite and floor tiles.
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Building 89 was built in 1953. A 1988 survey determined that non-friable A CM was
reportedinthefloortiles. "_

Building228 was built in 1979. A 1991 survey determined that non-friable A CM was
reported in the roofng, floor tiles, drywall and ceiling tile.

Building 3005T was built in 1990. No A CM surveys were ever performed. _-

8.3.1.2 Building Planned For Reuse

Building 247 was built in 1982. A 1991 survey determined that non-friable ACM was
reported in the roofing and floor tiles. This building was resurveyed for FAD ACM in
August 2002. The 2002 survey determined that no FAD ACM was found in the __
building.

8.3.2 Restrictions - Asbestos-Containing Material

8.3.2.1Buildings Planned For Demolition Or "To Be Determined" (TBD)

Buildings 53, 66, 89 and 228- Since the ACM surveys for these buildings were "
conducted prior to 1997, the physical condition of the interior ACM as stated in
the existing reports may no longer be accurate. Nevertheless, since the buildings -,
are slated for demolition, or have a disposition of 'to be determined', DON is not
obligated to conduct any additional surveys. In accordance with policy, these

buildings will be restricted from occupancy prior to demolition. The deed will ,__
indicate that the transferee assumes responsibility for the management of ACM,
including the surveys, removal and/or management of ACM prior to or during
demolition, in accordance with all applicable local, state, and federal laws. These "
buildings may only beoccupied if the transferee conducts the necessary ACM

surveys and abatement according to all local, state, and federal requirements
prior to occupancy or renovation.

Buildings 17 and 4! - Since no interior ACM was observed in these buildings and
they are not designated for reuse, DON will not impose restrictions for
occupancy due to ACM. However, the transferee must still assume

responsibility for the management of the existing ACM, including surveys, -_
removal and/or management of ACM prior to or during demolition, if any is
detected in the buildings.

Buildings 17T and 3005T- Since no ACM surveys have been conducted, these "
buildings are restricted from occupancy prior to demolition. The deed will
indicate that the transferee assumes responsibility for the management of ACM,
including surveys, removal and/or management of ACM prior to or during
demolition, in accordance with applicable laws. Since the buildings are not
designated for reuse, DON is not obligated to conduct asbestos surveys. These

buildings may only be occupied if the transferee conducts the necessary ACM
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_ surveys and abatement according to all local, state, and federal requirements
' _" prior to occupancy or renovation.

8.3.2.2 Building Planned For Reuse

Building 247 - No FAD ACM was found in this building. A survey was
_- originally performed in 1991. Because the survey was performed prior to 1996,

DON resurveyed Building 247 in August 2002. No FAD ACM was found in this
building during the 2002 survey and therefore will not be restricted from
occupancy.

8.4 Notifications And Restrictions - Lead-Based Paint

The following text provides information on LBP evaluations for the portion of
Parcel 24 considered in this FOST including the requirements for surveys,
notification of survey results, and restrictions based on identified LBP hazards
prior to transfer of property or during demolition.

_, Nonresidential Buildings

In order to address the risk of adverse health effects to children from LBP

exposure, legislation and national policy regarding LBP has focused on
residential areas and child-occupied facilities where children may be presenL
Non-residential buildings (e.g., warehouses and office buildings) are typically

,...,. occupied by adults with minimal exposure-to children. DON will not conduct
sampling at non-residential buildings prior to transfer. Evaluation and
abatement of LBP at non-residential buildings will be the responsibility of the

,- transferee. All nine buildings located in the transfer portion of Parcel 24 are non-

residential buildings. Therefore, none of the buildings have been-surveyed for
LBP.

Demolition of LBP-containing buildings must be performed in accordance with
applicable local, state, and federal requirements. Non-residential buildings

_- scheduled for demolition will require post-demolition soil sampling and
abatement of soil-lead hazards by the transferee prior to occupation of any new
buildings.

Information pertaining to LBP at non-residential buildings, if any, will be
provided to the transferee with the transfer documents. Notification of potential

-, LBP at non-residential buildings where surveys were not conducted will be
based solely on the age of construction (i.e., constructed before 1978).

- 8.4.1 Notifications - Lead-Based Paint

There are a total of 9 non-residential buildings located within the portion of

Parcel 24 considered in this FOST. Of these buildings, the following were
constructed before 1978 when LBP was commonly used throughout the United
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States, including military installations; therefore, they are assumed to contain
_J

LBP:

Building 17 was previously used as a maintenance and Utility Shop. This building is
scheduled for demolition.

Building 41 was previously used as a storage building. This building is scheduled for ,,
demolition.

Building 53 was previously used as a storage and lock shop building. This building is
scheduled for demolition.

Building 66 was previously used as a Public Works Shop. This building is scheduled for
demolition. "

Building 89 was previously used as a warehouse. This building is scheduled for
demolition. ,,

The ages of construction for these buildings suggest the likelihood that LBP may
be present. Therefore, there is a possibility that, through the normal weathering,
lead from LBPis present in the soil surrounding these buildings. "

8.4.2 Restrictions - Lead-Based Paint

8.4.2.1 Nonresidential Buildings

Buildings 17, 41, 53, 66 and 89 - Since these buildings were constructed prior to "--_
1978 (when LBP was potentially used) and are scheduled for demolition, use of
these buildings is restricted from residential use and children will not be allowed
to occupy these buildings. The transferee will be required to demolish the "

buildings in accordance with local, state, and federal requirements and conduct
post-demolition soil sampling and abatement of any soil-lead hazards. .,

Buildings 17T, 228, 247 and 3005T- Since these buildings were constructed after
1978, no restrictions or requirements are necessary for LBP.

8.5 Notification - Hazardous Substances or Petroleum Products

Pursuant to CERCLA section 120(h)(3)(A)(i) and the provisions of 40 Code of

Federal Regulations part 373, the deed will contain a notice of hazardous
substances stored, released, or disposed within the transfer portion of Parcel 24 _"
at the former MCAS Tustin. A release or disposal of hazardous substances or

petroleum products has occurred within the transfer portion of Parcel 24
considered in this FOST. The Hazardous Substances Notification Table and

Petroleum Products Notification Table are provided in Attachment 3. The
Petroleum Products Notification Table lists the UST/AST and AOC sites

(containing petroleum products), which are within the scope of the CERCLA
Petroleum Exclusion set forth in CERCLA section 101(14). ""
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8.6 Covenants - Remedial Actions

The deed for transfer of parcels on which "any hazardous substance was stored
-- for one year or more, known to have been released, or disposed of..." as a result

of former activities conducted by the United States, will include a covenant
warranting that all remedial action necessary to protect human health and the

-- environment with respect to any hazardous substances remaining on the
property has been taken before the date of transfer, made pursuant to CERCLA

-- section 120(h)(3) (A) (ii) (I). The covenant will also warrant "that any additional
remedial action found to be necessary after the date of such transfer shall be
conducted by the United States", made pursuant to CERCLA section

-- 120(h)(3)(A)(ii)(II). This covenant will apply to the portion of Parcel 24
considered in this FOST (see Hazardous Substance Notification Table in

Attachment 3). This covenant will not apply to any remedial action required on
-- the property that is a result of an act-or omission of the transferee that causes a -

new release of hazardous substances.

-- 8.7 Right Of Access -

The deed shall reserve and the transferee shall grant to the United States an
-- appropriate right of access to the portion of Parcel 24 considered in this FOST,

pursuant to CERCLA section 120(h)(3)(A)(iii), to enable the United States and

others to entersaid parcel in anycase in-which remedial action or corrective
action is found to be necessary on said parcel or adjacent property after _he date
of property transfer.

- 9.0 FINDING OF SUITABILITY

On the basis-of the foregoing i_formation and analysis, I have concluded that the
-. requirements of CERCLA section 120(h)(3) have been met, and I find that the

portion of Parcel 24 that is the subject of this FOST, are suitable for transfer by
deed for-the intefided purpose, subject to the notifications and restrictions set

- forth in Section 8.0. The parcel (portion) can be used with acceptable risk to
human health and the environment and without interference with the

environmental restoration process.

-- Date _/2fo/'_ C. ,"__---e=__ ¢
C. Schanze _"-

Captain, CEC, U.S. Navy
Commander

FOST 4 Former MCAS Tas_a ;15 September 2002
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Table 1

Buildings Within Transfer Portion of Parcel 24

Total
Year Proposed Ultimate

Parcel Building (B) Prior Use a, b Area

Built a (sq. ft.) a Disp°siti°n_ Parcel Use d
_" 24 B 17 (Portion) Maintenance and Utility Shop 1942 6,077 Demolition Residential

24 B 17T Equipment Storage _ 1990f 500 Unknown Residential
24 B41 Storage/Warehouse 1942 2,712 Demolition Residential
24 B 53 Lock Shop/Storage 1942 1,970 Demolition Residential

24 B 66 Public Works Shop 1944 3,663 Demolition Residential

24 B89 Warehouse/MARCORPS 1953 7,575 Demolition Residential
Property

24 B 228 Issue Warehouse 1979 3,150 Demolition Residential
POL Tes_ng Lab/

24 B 247 Administration 1982 600 Reuse Residential

24 B 3005T Storage of Shipping Crates 1990e 600 Demolition Residential

Notes

a Prior Use, Year Built, Total Area - Basewide Environmental Baseline Survey, Appendix C (BNI 2001)
_, bBuildings are currently vacant unless otherwise noted

c Proposed Disposition - Basewide Environmental Baseline Survey, Appendix B (BNI 2001)
a Ultimate Parcel Use - Reuse Plan, Figure 2 (City of Tustin 1998)
e Year Built for Building 3005T - Reuse Plan, Appendix C (City of Tustin 1998)

- rPrior Use, Year Built, Total Area - Final Building Summary, MCAF Tustin, CA (BNI 1999)

Acronyms/Abbrevia tions

POL = petroleum, oil, and lubricant

sq.ft. = squarefeet ....

I

L
wau
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Table2 :.
Former Areas of Concern Within Transfer Portion of Parcel 24

, E Status Area
Parcel AOC a Description b Status b

: Summary b Type b,c
24 AMS-06 A 40-foot diameter dark spot, 30 feet southeast of Berry Road (between Berry Road RCRA AOC 1

.and Bldg. 90), was identified in an aerial photograph dated February 28,1963. No
stains were observed and the Addendum to the revised PR/draft VSI report No site visit conducted Complete
concluded that no hazardous wastes were stored or released from the site. The

area is currently an old, damaged parking lot. NFA concurrence: Complete (Letter 9/16/96)
24 MDA-O6 Review of aerial photographs indicated the area just to the south of IRP-13E may RCRA AOC 4

have been used to store drums of waste liquids. Dates of operation are unknown.
RPAconducted Complete

' FinalRFAreport:Soft
removal by RAC
recommended Complete (4/97)

Closure by RAC under
RCRA Complete

i

Closure report : Complete

NFA concun-er[ce Complete (Letter 12/9/99)
24 MDA-10 Review of aerial photograpKs indicated the area just to the west of IRP-13E may RCRA AOC 4

have been used to store drums of waste tiqtuds. Dates of operalaon are untmown.
RPAconducted Complete

Final RFA repor_ soil
_, removalbyRAC

recommea_ded, Complete (4/97)
I I

Closure by RAC under Complete
RCRA

Closure report: NFA
:, recommended Complete

NFA concurrence Complete (Letter
10/14/99)
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Table 2 (continued)

Former Areas of Concern Within Transfer Portion of Parcel 24

_ Status Area
Parcel AOC a Description b Statusl b

:, Summary b Type K e

24 MWA-17 Inactive. This wash rack, located south of Bldg. 53, was installed in the 1940s. The RCRA AOC ... 3
unit was used for washing vehicles. 'The wash rack drained through a 12-inch-
dimneter pipe below the grill. The pipe was connected to the storm drain and the Closure by RAC under
wastewater was discharged directly irito Peters Canyon Chmmel. No O/W SEP I_CRA Complete
was associated with this wash rack. The overall integrity of the unit appeared to be
good. Datesof operation were the1940sto 1996. Closure report:.NFA

recommended Complete

NFA concurrence Complete (Letter
10114199)

I 24 ST-21E Demolished. This unit (northeast of Bldg. 247), operated by Bulk Fuel Supply, was RCRA AOC 4
used for temporary storage of hazardous waste. The storage area consisted of one
or two 55-gallon drums with no secondary containment. In 1991, storage at this Closure by RAC under
site was disconlinued. Wastes formerly stored at this unit indudedJP-5 generated RCRA Complete
from the tesiKng of fuel in the associated ASTs. Dates of operation were unknown
to 1991. ' Closure report: NFA

reconunended Complete

NFA concurrence Complete (Letter 2/24/00)

Notes:

a Known AOC sites in each Parcel - Basewide Enviromnental Baseline Survey, Table 3-2 (BNI 2001)

b AOC descriptions, Status, Status Summary, an d Area Type - Basewide Environmental Baseline Survey, Table F-1 (BNI 2001)
Area type based upon environmental condition as defined in the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Cleanup Plan Guidebook Addendum (August 1996) and

subsequent site investigation data (see Table 4)

Acronyms/Abbreviations:

AMS = aerial photograph, miscellaneous, stain, possible spill PR = preliminary review
AOC = areaofconcern RAC = remedialactioncontractor

Bldg. = building RCRA = Resourc e Conservation and Recovery Act
IRP = Installation Restoration Program RFA = RCRAFacilityAssessment
JP-5 = jet propellantgrade5 ST = storage,temporary
MDA = miscellaneous, potential disposal area VSI = visual site i.nspection

MWA = miscellaneous, wash area
NFA = no further action

O/W SEP = oil/water separator

i
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Table 3

Former UST/AST Sites
• _,_ Within Transfer Portion of Parcel 24

"" Area
Parcel UST/AST a Description b Status b

Type b,c
24 UST 22A (1,2) 15,000-gallon, steel, fuel oil UST Closure report - January 17,1997 2

Installed - 1942 NFA approval - March 3, 1997 (Santa
Aria RWQCB)

Removed - November 1991

Former IRP-16 (A). Excavation/backfill
activities completed under RAC (DO No.
12)

24 UST22B(1-3) 8,000-gallon,steel, gasoline UST Closure report - January 17,1997 2
i

Installed- 1942 NFAapproval- March3,1997(Santa
Aria RWQCB)

Removed - Nogember 1991

Former IRP-16 (A). Excavation/backfiU
activities completed under RAC (DO No.
12)

24 UST 22C (1-3) 8,000-gallon, steel, gasoline UST Closure report - January 17,1997 2

Installed - 1942 NFA approval - March 3, 1997 (Santa
AnaRWQCB)

Removed - November 1991

Former IRP-16 (A). Excavation/backfill

activities completed under RAC (DO No.
"_ 12)

24 UST 22D (1-4) 7,000-gallon, steel, gasoline UST Closure report - January 17,1997 2

Installed - 1942 NFA approval - March 3,1997 (Santa
k,, AriaRWQCB)

Removed - November 1991

Former IRP-16 (A). Excavation/backfiI1
_- activities completed m_der RAC (DO No.

12)
24 UST22E(1-3) 7,000-gallon,steel, gasoline UST Closure report - January 17,1997 2

_-, Installed - 1942 NFA approval - March 3,1997 (Santa
Ana RWQCB)

Removed - November 1991

_,, Former IRP-16 (A). Excavation/backfill
activities completed under RAC (DO No.
12)

• 24 UST22F (1-3) 7,000-gallon,steel, gasoline UST Closure report - January 17,1997 2

Installed - 1942 NFA approval - March 3, 1997 (Santa
Ana RWQCB)

Removed - November 1991

] Former IRP-16 (A). Excavation/backfill
activities completed under RAC (DO No.
12)

I'
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Table 3 (continued)

Former UST/AST Sites
Within Transfer Portion of Parcel 24 _._. '

Area _"
Parcel UST/AST a Description b Status b

Type b,c
24 UST 22G (1-3) 7,000-gallon, steel, gasoline UST Closure report - January 17,1997 2

Installed - 1942 NFA approval - March 3, 1997 (Santa
Ana RWQCB)

Removed - November 1991

Former IRP-16 (A). Excavation/backfill "_
activities completed under RAC (DO No.
12)

24 UST 22H (1-3) 8,000-gallon, steel, gasoline UST Closure report - January 17,1997 2

Installed- 1942 NFAapproval- March3,1997(Santa
Ana RWQCB)

Removed - November 1991 - - : -

Former IRP-16 (A). Excavation/backfill
activities completed under RAC (DO No.
12)

24 UST 22I (1-3) 8,000-gallon, steel, gasoline UST Closure report= January 17,1997 2 "_

Installed - 1942 NFA approval - March 3, 1997 (Santa
Aria RWQCB)

Removed- November1991
I

Former IRP-16 (A). Excavation/backfill .........
activities completed under RAC (DO No.
12)

24 UST 22J (1-3) 8,000-gallon, steel, gasoline UST Closure report - January 17,1997 2

Installed - 1942 NFA approval - March 3, 1997 (Santa
AriaRWQCB)

Removed - November 1991

Former IRP-16 (A). Excavation/backfill
activities completed under RAC (DO No.
12)

24 UST 22K (1-3) 8,000-gallon, steel, gasoline UST Closure report .- January 17,1997 2

Installed - 1942 NFA approval - March 3, 1997 (Santa ._
Ana RWQCB)

Removed - November 1991

Former IRP-16 (A). Excavation/backfill
activities completed under RAC (DO No.
12)

24 UST22L (1-3) 500-gallon,steel, gasoline UST Closure report - January 17,1997 2

Installed - 1942 NFA approval - March 3, 1997 (Santa
Ana RWQCB)

Removed - November 1991

Former IRP-16 (A). Excavation/backfill
activities completed under RAC (DO No.
12)
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Table 3 (continued)
Former UST/AST Sites

_. Within Transfer Portion of Parcel 24;-

"_ Area
Parcel UST/AST a Description b Status b

Type b, c
_-- 24 UST 22M (1-3) 8,000-gallon, steel, gasoline UST Closure report -January 17,1997 2

Installed - 1942 NFA approval - March 3,1997 (Santa

Ana RWQCB)
Removed - November 1991

Former IRP-16 (A). Excavation/backfill

activities completed under RAC (DO No.

12)
24 UST 66 450-gallon, steel, fuel oil UST Closure report - January 2,1998 2

Installed - 1944 NFA approval - Janual3r 21,1998
_._' (SantaAnaRWQCB)

Reni6ved - Prior t8 1991

Excavation/backfill activities completed

under RAC (DO No. 51)

24 UST 89 30-gallon (dr_urn), steel, fuel oil UST Draft Closure report - December 14, 3
"- 2000

Removed - December I,1999

NFA approval - March 29, 2001
Excavation/backfill activities completed (BCT)

- under RAC(DONo.103).Drumremoved

in presence of OCHCA Inspector

24 AST 169 .219,000-gallon, steel, JP-5 AST Closure report - January 29,1999 2

...... Removed- June22,1998 NFA approval - September28,2000

(Santa Ana RWQCB)

24 AST 170 217,000-gallon, steel, JP-5 AST Closure report - January 29,1999 2

- Removed - June 22,1998 NFA approval - September 28, 2000

(Santa Ana RWQCB)

Notes:

- _ Known UST and AST sites in Parcels - Basewide Environmental Baseline Survey, Table 3-2 (BNI 2001)

b UST and AST Description, Status, and Area Type - Basewide Environmental Baseline Survey, Tables 5-5 and 5-6 (BNI 2001)

_., _ Area type based upon environmental condition as defined in the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Cleanup Plan

Guidebook Addendum and subsequent site investigation data (see Table 4) (DoD 1996)

Acronyms/Abbreviations:

AST = aboveground storage tank
BCT = base realignment and closure (BRAC) Cleanup Team

--- DO = deliveryorder

IRP = Installation Restoration Program

L JP-5 = jet propellant grade 5
No. = number

-- NFA = no further action

OCHCA = Orange County Health Care Agency

_, RAC = Remedial Action Contractor
RFA = RCRA Facility Assessment

- RWQCB = (California) Regional Water Quality Control Board

UST = underground storage tank
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Table 4

', Department of Defense.J

Environmental Condition of Property Area Types *

Area Type Description
Areas where no reIease or disposal of hazardous substances or petroleum products has1
occurred (including no migration of these substances from adjacent areas)

2 Areas where only release or disposal of petroleum products has occurred
Areas where release of hazardous substances has occurred, but at concentrations that3

_, do not require a removal or remedial action
Areas where release, disposal, and/or migration of hazardous substances has

4 occurred, and all remedial actions necessary to protect human health and the
environment have been taken

_" Areas where release, disposal, and/or migration of hazardous substances has

5 occurred, and removal or remedial actions are underway, but all required remedial

actions have not yet been taken
_" Areas where release, disposal, and/or migration of hazardous substances has6

occurred, but required respolase actions have not yet been implemented

7 Areas that have not been evaluated or require additional evaluation

Note:

• according to the Department of Defense BRAC Cleanup Plan Guidebook (DoD 2996), properties

classified as Area Types I through 4 may be considered suitable for transfer, and properties classified
as Area Types 5 through 7 are considered unsuitable for transfer

Acronyms/Abbreviations: . - •......... " -:.
_' BRAC = base realignment and closure

DoD = Department of Defense
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_ Table 5

', _._ Environmental Factors Considered - Transfer Portion of Parcel 24

EnvironmentalFactors

May Pose Restrictions or Environmental Factors Considered

RequireNotification?
_.. No Yes

X Hazardous substances
X Areas of concern

X Medical/biohazardous wastes

X Oil/water separators
X Monitoring wells/surface water gauging locations/landfill gas

_. monitoring probes
X Unexplodedordnance

X Petroleum products and derivatives
X Radioactive &mixed wastes

" X Storage tanks (USTs/ASTs)

X Pesticides/herbicides applications
X Asbestos

_" X Drinkingwaterquality
X Indoorair quality

X Lead-based paint

_- X Polychlorinatedbiphenyls
X Radon

X Air conformity/air permits .
X - " Coastal zones

X Energy(utilities)

X Floodplains

_. X Groundwater use / subsurface excavation

X Hazardous waste management (by lessee)

X Historic property (archeological/Native American, paleontological)

.. X Occupational Safety & Health Administration
X Outdoorairquality

X , Prime/unique farmlands - _.. ,

X Sanitary sewer systems (wastewater)
X Sensitivehabitat

X Septictanks (wastewater)z

X Solidwaste

"" X Threatenedand endangeredspecies

X Transportation
X Wetlands

" X School Site Considerations

Acronyms/Abbreviations:
AST = aboveground storage tank
UST = undergrom_d storage tank
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Table 6

Summary of PCB Transformer Survey and PCB Equipment Inspection Results in Buildings Within Transfer Portion o£ Parcel 24

Max PCB. PCB PCB-
Inspection

Location of Transformer Content of Equipment Containing Corrective

Proposed Year Assodated Report Equipment Location+ Action +Parcel Building (B) Disposition* Built Transformer + ID No. + Transformer + Inspection Date*
' , (ppm) Performed? * Present? +

24 B 17 (portion) Demolition 1942 On adja_e_..tpad Unknown 27 Yes 1992 No ... NA .... NA

24 B17T Unknown 1990 NA NA NA No NA NA NA NA

6833237,

24 B4I Demolition 1942 Onadjacentpoles 6827971, 311 Yes 1992 No NA Replaced
6827965

24 B 53 Demolition 1942 NA NA NA "des 1992 NA NA NA

2976487,

24 B 66 Demolition 1944 On adjacent pole 2977515, 4 Yes 1992 No NA NA
2978063

24 B 89 Demolition 1953 NA NA NA Yes 1992 No NA NA

24 B228 Demolition 1979 NA NA NA Yes 1992 No. NA NA

10997-1,
24 B 247 Reuse 1982 On adjacent poles 10997-2, 7 Yes 1992 No NA NA

4148107

24 B3005T Demolition 1990 NA NA NA No NA NA NA NA

Notes

* Proposed Disposition, Associated Transformer, Location, ID No., Max PCB Content, PCB Equipment Inspection Performed, Inspection Report Date, PCB Containing Equipment
Present, Location, Corrective Action - Basewide Environmental Baseline Survey, TabIe B-2 (BNI 2001)

Acronyms/Abbreviations:

Max = maximum
ID = identification

NA = notapplicable _
No. = number :

PCB = polychlorinated biphenyl
ppm = parts per million

FOST 4, Former MCAS Tustin 1 of 1 September 2002



I I " I I I- i+ I [ l + l I I I " I ! I " + |

f I

Table 7

Summary of ACM Survey Results in Buildings Within Transfer Portion of Parcel 24

Proposed Year ACM Survey Survey Report ACM

Parcel Building (B) Disposition _ Built Performed? 1 Date 1 Found? _ Location t Type Condition1

24 B 17 (portion) Demolition 1942 Yes 1988 No NA No ACM (1988)

24 B 1737 Unknown2 19903 No NA _ NA NA NA

24 B 41 Demolition 1942 Yes 1991 Yes Roofing Non-friable ACM (1991)

24 B 53 Demolition 1942 Yes 1991 Yes Roofing, transite, floor tiles, drywall, Non-friable ACM (1991)
tar paper

24 B66 Demolition 1944 Yes 1988 Yes Transite,floorties Non-friableACM(1988)

24 B 89 Demolition 1953 Yes 1988 Yes Floor tiles Non-friable ACM (1988)

24 B 228 Demolition 1979 Yes 1991 Yes Floortile,roofing,ceilingIdle,drywall Non-friableACM(1991)

24 B247 Reuse 1982 Yes 2002 Yes Roofin_floortile Non-friableACM(2002)
24 B3005T Demolition 1990 No NA NA NA NA

Notes:

1Source - Basewide Environmental Baseline Survey, Table B-3 (BNI 2001); Building 247 - ACM survery Report (Brown and Caldwell, 2002)
2Proposed disposition not specified in reuse plan

3Year Built - Final Building Summary, MCAF Tustin, CA (BNI 1999)

Acronyms/Abbreviations:
ACM = asbestos-containing material

NA = not applicable
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Table 8

Notifications and Restrictions Summary for Transfer Portion of Parcel 24

" I_ I _H_.ros_ I t 8._ I _ t I I _ I I 8.3 I t 8._ 18._l 8._1 I [ I I I l

24 B 17 (portion) Demolition 8.3.2.1 8.4.2.1

24 B 17"£ Ul_known _ 8.3.2.1

24 B 41 Demolition 8.3.2.1 8.4.2.1

24 B 53 Demolition 8.3.2.1 8.4.2.1

24 B 66 Demolition 8.3.2.1 8.4.2.1

24 B 89 Demolition 8.3.2.1 8.4.2.1

24 B 228 Demolition 8.3.2.1

24 B 247 Reuse 8.3.2.2

24 B 3005T Demolition 8.3.2.1

Proposed disposition not specified in Reuse Plan

m
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FIGURE 5

DECISION TREE FOR ASBESTOS-CONTAINING MATERIAL SURVEYS

DOD POLICY ON ASBESTOS A T BRA C PROPERTIES

Prior to property disposal, all available information on the existence, extent and condition of ACM shall be provided to
the transferee in an EBS report or other appropriate document. All property containing ACM will be conveyed, leased

or otherwise disposed of as is through the BRAC process, unless it is determined by competent authority that the
ACM in the property poses a threat to human health at the time of transfer. This flow chart summarizes the steps

necessary to complywith the DOD policy on asbestos at BRAC properties.

__ Uoreth.no,,_year

_i DOD_Pblicy/tlie:tnforma,tibn.to be: one year

::_._:::L:_:_''::'_ ...._:,._,,.,_:.,_,,v,,,..............._,:_,_,,,,_,

=:..........................i oo.o.,.V

-..........................--i.-_.__

. " " '_"__'_"' :_'_'::_::_:_':" ::::::.!._;!::,_::_._:_':'L:::!]_ 1997

rI'

* Unless existing surveys indicate that there is no ACM which poses a threat to human health, the transfer document must

prohibit occupation of the buildings prior to the demolition, and the transferee must assume responsibility for the management of
• any ACM in accordance with applicable laws.
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.. CONCURRENCE SlGNATURE PAGE "

- CONCURRENCEWITH NO FURTHERACTION FORAREAS OF CONCERN '
' MWA-15 AND UST-89 AT MCAS TUSTIN, CALIFORNIA

The following members of the BCT concur with the recommendation for no further

, . acti_OC). . . MWA-15 and UST-89 at MCAS_///_///Tustin,California..
.Date: .....,

" Keith Forman, ,// ..... "
BRAC Environmental Coordinator

- _ _. • ./_/_ .__" /_ ., ,b- , Date:

•Nicote Moutoux, (') . y•U.S. EPA _.

r'ruju_<-'e:-_''ana-e-_v;£j r ' " " " '" .... ' " .... - "

.., -- -Date:_1Z_/o._ _
derick, ,.

Project Manager . _ . ...... . _

, Date: _"Z-°I - O \
fer ic ;

C_)-EPA, DTSC
_ Project Manager

n
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, .,,*=_. UNITED,STATES5NVIRONMENTALPROTECTIONAGENCY "--e"_ e:

O " _ _ REGtONIX
' _'_.,... 7_ HawthorneStrest . "

San Francisco, CA 8,4105

S=pt=mb_r 28, 2000 "'" •
.o

Mr. Keir.k Fon'm_, 06CC.KF
BRAC lE_virorav,_nml Coordhnator .

MarineCorpsAirFacilityTusdn .-
somh'*'es_ Division

Nav..q Facflides E_ghaeering Comrrm.d..... .

1220 Pacific Highway ""
SanDi_go, CA 92132-5190

Re: IK_rd ofDe_i_ion,OU-2,No Acd_n SimsandAreasofCo_rn, Mazi_ CarpsAir
Facility,Tuain,Sepmmber,2000"

DearMr._rmam " .

- The U_ed Smm.s ]Enviro.nm_mal t:h'ote.c_on:Ageacy, Region.IX-(US.W.YA) h_.r__Jved
andr_vi=wedtheRecordofDecal.onforOU-2, No ActionSitesandAreasofConcertoforthe

Tu.'_dnh.'Im'h_eCorps Air Facility, September. 2000, The Record of Deci_km (ROD) "addrem;es u

number of ai_e_and areas of concern where no r_mediaj_ action ls required to human
h¢'.ald_and the _nvimm'neat. _ '

Since d_eMarine Corps Air Facility Tusdn is not on the Nad_nal Priorities LIR, USEPK

does not l'mve a formal concurrence role and will ndt be side,Tagthe ROD. However, the USE,.PA

l_ been an actNe FaF_kipant on rScteam overseeingtheenvimfim_nml [nveszigatio_t_ting'
and e'valuation in support of the remedial work a_ these s_tes. Th_ D_pann_nt of fl_ Navy
(DON) lma w_rked ha cooperation.with floeState o f _onz.'a Department of T_)xic Substance__
C._nr.ml and the Santa Ana R_gional,Water Quality Control Board us well _'_,ith theUSEFA'in
tI:e development, of alt_aafiv_ as welt as rezzmdyselection for these sites. Wedaa-etbm find r.he
P.OD.m.,_:.:Lem_o.m-_: cur "," "-- -_- . , , r.-.q..w-.,.n_.r.szr_ are _ - .... , uhe ..._..z_... ",vi:h ra!e,-t_J..,'w:r_.._r.,fo.-"

' d.ae.seIR. sites.

We wish to thankthe Navy for the opl:)o,r_nity to be havolved ha the work a_ the Marine
Corps Air Facility Tustin. We look forward,towork_ with the Navy m:d regulatory age.n6ies h_ '-'
the furore to insure a thumugh cleanup and safe transf_ of all DON property curnpri_mg the
locality.

S cerely ""

Din/elA Meet,. Clfief•.' , Federal Fac_ties.Bnmch --
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'll
- , t ., -

b-- ' " '

l_¢s: 0"..""_0

,/t. s,.c. Deda_t.ton

-- Signature: Date:

Mr. Ke
_ BaseReali_ent, ar_ CJes_reEnvironmentalCoordinator . °

• Mad A" . /_T,,_n . "

Signature: - ..- Date:

• M_John F_Scand_ef
'" -,S_uthemCaliforniaOperatior_ - -

Officeof M;litaryFacilities
•Departmentof ToMcSubstancesControl

- MT..G-7_rd--l_lbeault, '
ExecutfveOf_cel'

- RegionalWater QualityControlBoard, SantaAria Region .. -

koc_ : hO-o_, Pc_-e_,_,s-o_, _car-oz, tear-oH, 14_A--oq/
..... t,AD_-o_r _tNs-l;)t o_,4'i3,v_5-3.. -I I

f

_,d "_ •

• o



California Re "onal Water Quality C  ntrol Board @.......... SantaAnaRegion "

,_ton I-t. Hickox tnternet Address: http',llwww.swrcb.ea.govlrwqcb8 Gray Davis
_eretaryfac 37.37Main Street, Suhe-500, Riverside, California 92501-3348 Governor _

._vironmental Phone (909).782-4130. FAX (909) 781-6288
Protection ',.._ ',

September28,2000

Mr. Keith Forman
BRACEnvironmentalCoordinator
Naval Facilities Engineering Command, SWDIV
1220 Pacific Highway
San Diego, CA 92132-5190

COMMENTS ON TANK REMOVAL AND SITE CLOSURE REPORT, ABOVEGROUND
STORAGE TANKS 169/170, MARINE CORPS AIR FACILITY, TUSTIN- •

Dear Mr. Forman:

_ We have completed our review of the above-referenced document, dated January 29,
- 1999, which we received on February 24, 1999. We do not have significant comments

on this report, and concur with the recommendation for no further action.

For any questions on this review or related matters, please call me ai (909) 782-4494.

_"- Sincerely ' ', 7" -- -- " -

(o_'_J t roderick
SM4S/DoD/AGT Section -

.. cc: Ms. Jennifer Rich, Department of Toxic Substances Control,-O.MF
.. Ms. DeAnna D-unbar,Naval Facility Engineering Command, SWDtV : .::::

Ms. Nicole Moutoux, .U,S, EPA, Region IX

California Environmental Protection Azency
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_ " CONCURRENCE SIGNATURE PAGE
J

CONCURRENCE WITH NO FURTHER ACTION FOR AREAS OF CONCERN ..
" ST-7, ST-8, ST-21C, ST-21 D, ST-21 E, ST,21F, ST-79; AND ST-82 AT MCAF TUSTIN,

CALIFORNIA.

The following memb&rs'of the BCT concur with the recommendation for no further
,.. action for areas of concern (AOC) ST-7, ST-8, ST-210, ST-21D, ST-21E, ST-21F,

ST-79, and ST-82 a tCAFTustin, California.

Date:
/ /

- BRACEnviFbnmentalCoordinator......

Date:
Ni _ ....... •...... i.: .:. . -. ._

' U.S. EPA .
, Project Manager

" PatriciaHarmon, .........

_.. RWQOB __ _ . .._. - -:::.:..
. Project Manager

-
"_aje_ lbrah'im,

- CaI-EPA, DTSC
Project Manager

! 1

!



i

w

CONCURRENCE S[GNATURE PAGE

CONCURRENCE WITH NO FURTHER ACTION FORAREAS OF CONCERN MDA-06, ' ..
MAE-05, MAE-06, MWA-01 ,.UST-530B, Tow-x1 , and TOW-X8 AT MCAF' ,

TUSTIN,CALIFORNIA

The following members of the BCT concL1r with the recommendation for no further
action for areas of concern (A,OC) MDA.-06;MAE-05, MAE-06, MWA-01, UST-530B, "

T_Tustin, California. /__/_f__/

Date:

' _eith Forma_,_ .... -
BRAC Environmental Coordinator

_.-._.-

-! Nicole Moutou_.'_/ . _ .... /
U.S. EPA [./' ....L._J _/ "
Project Manager

Date:

Patricia Hannon, ..... -, .....
- RWQCB . -,

Project Manager

* • ' Date: .....

CaI-EPA, D/TSC
ProjectMa_qager ..,



. CONCURRENCE SlGNA TORE PAGE

- CONCURRENCEWITHNO FURTHERACTION FORAREASOF CONCERNMWA- •
06, MDA-10, MWA-09, MWA-16, DSD-05, MWA-17, and TOW-22 AT MCAF

•TUSTIN,CALIFORNIA .

The following members of the BCT concur with the recommendation for no further
- action for areas of concern(AOC) MWA-06, MDA-10, MWA-09, MWA-16, DSD-05,

-- ' 'Keith Form'ar_,..... _ Date:
BRAC Environmental Coordinator-

- Y

.._; . i _.
_"_' NJcote M outc)_}/x, / ..........

U.S. EPA (j' ' 1
._ Project Manager

Patric;aHannon, - -"-- -, "-- ...
RWQCB ..

Project Manager

.. Date: , .

-. rojectManager '

.-.-4.'.



STATE OF CALIFORNIA,-,CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY PETE WILSON. Gavwmoe

•CAUFORNmARE ,ONALWATEROuALrn,co Ro,BOARD
"_.NTA ANAREGION ._'%

• #'ERStDE, CA 92501-3319 _,_;.
PHONE; (£Og) 782-4130 _-
FAX:: (909) 781.6;Z88

January21,1998

Mr.WayneD.Lee
Assistant Chief of Staff
Environment and Safety
MarineCorpsAir StationElToro
P.O. Box 95001

Santa Ana, .C...A.92709-5001 ....

SITE ASSESSMENT/CLOSURE LETTER REPORT, USTSITE 66, MARINE CORPS AIR
FACILITYTUSTIN- - -

Dear Mr, Lee:

_-:... This letter confi.rms, the .completion of site investigations and remedial actions for UST Site
_ .. 66 MCAF Tus{ifi. •-Based on the informal:ion provicled_ in the Site" AssessmerWOlosure

Letter Report UST-Ske 66. Marin'e Coj_, Aii" statiorl .Tustin.clat@d 112198.and with-tile "-'-
provision that the information provided to this agency was accurate and representative of
site conditions, no further action related to the UST release site 66 is required.

- This notice is issued pursuant to a regulation contained in Title 23, Division-3, Chapter
t6, Section 2721(e) of the California Code of Regulations.

If you haveany qued{ions regarding this matter, please contact Lawrenc_e Vitale at (909)
:--782--4998. -- '- "'- '-

Sincerely,
P

Ger&r._JJ. Thibeault
Executive OffiCer

t

cc: LT. Hope Katcharian, Marine Corps Air Station El Toro

.M.r__BiiLI::li...ekma.r___Ot.an.g.e_Coun.ty_Nea.lt.hcC,,a_e_Agen._y ----
Mr. John Adams Jr., State Water Resources Control Board. Division of Clean

Water Programs



"472"6 5 5 - " : ;'__.._I._NMENT. _ SAFETY II_ I. 6 8 ,.,,.,-,... ".......

_E W_LSON,

-- CAUFORNIARF..G|OIVLALWATFJ:IOUALIIYCONTROLBOARD _.'._,.

, j._NTAANA REGION • " _.

FAX;(_) _-_

O_tober 6, lg_7

.....": 'Mr,Way,_eD. Lee ..
AssistantChiefof S_aff

Environrn_nt _nd _afety
" Marine Corps Air Station E! Toro ,-

P.O. Box 95001
Santa Aria, CA 92709-.5001

CASE CLOSURE, FORMER IRP SITE 'I6B (FUEL FARM, UST ARIEA)- MARINE..
=. CORPS AIR ST'ATION TUSTIN ,

Dear Mr. Lee: ' .

This letter confirms the completion _f site investigations and remedial actions at the

.,_.._ former IRP.=}te 18B. Ba=ed on the information provided in the Site Asuesarn_rLt/Cl_sur ffRe_rmerJRl: ,_t___lBB.dat_l_/10/97 ==ndwiththe provl=lonthat the inf=rmetion
provided to thL_agencywas accurateand representativeof _iteconditions,no further
actionrelated to the l_ormerIRP Site16 releaseIsrequired. " ........ '.... " -.....

",

This noticeis issuedpursuantto a regulationcontainedin Title23, Divis}on3, Chap_e'r
. 1B, Section2721(e) of the California Code of Regulations.

" If youhave anyquestionsregardingthismatter,pleasecontactLawrenceVitaleat (909)
782-4998.

" E_ecu_iveOfficer

cc: LT. Hope Katcharian, Marine Corps Air Station El Toro

e Diekman, Orange County Health Care Agency
Mr. Bill
Mr. JohnAdamsJr,, 8_;ateWater ResourcesControlBoard,Divisionof Clean

_,' WaterPrograms

sEP 85 21_'_2'l,?:'I_l *_ TOTALP_SE.';__I.!'4...:
?:[4484 543? PI::IQE.OI



_cT z _. '_'C.'L_L--b, c, t_, _, _ _'_,_, % __,
w

TATE OF CALIFORNIA--CALIFORNtA ENVIRONMENTAL , ,STECTION AGENCY PETE WILSON. Go_,c"_or
,., ,_ ..... , , , ,, , _, , , ,, , ,,

;ALIt_ORN3A REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD ..... ......
• t_$-" I -h '

.]ANTA ANA REGION ' t,__'°...... °_'1.

,73,7 MAIN STREET, SUITE 500 \..,.t..f..g '
]IVERSIDE, CA 9;2501.3339 ,- %'"_

_HONE: (909) 78_.4;30
'*AX:(909)78.1-6288' ,...

March 3, 1 997

Mr..Wayne D. Lee
Headquarters " _
Marine Corps Air Station El Toro
Environmental and Safety
P.O. Box 95001
Santa Ana, CA 92709-5001

..... - . . .

SUBJECT: CASE CLOSURE, FORMER UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK AREA 22,
MARINE CORPS AIR STATION TUSTIN

DearMr.Lee, _ -

This letter confirms the completion of site investigations and remedial actions for the

subject underground storage tank site. Based on the information provided in the
.Underground Storage-Tank Are_ 22 Clos_r.e Report dated 1/17197, .and .vvi$Imthe
provision that the information provided to this agency-was accurate and re[5_esentative -
of site conditions, no further action related to the underground storage tank releases
is required.

_Thi_ notice is issued pursuant to a regulation contained in Title 23, Division 3, Chapter
1 6, Section 2721 (e) of the California Code of Regulations.

-lf you have any questions regarding th_s matter, please contact LawrenceVitale .at
90_$)-782-4998.

Sincerely,

"_7,.f Gerard J. Thibeault ,
Executive Officer

cc: _ LT Hope Katcharian, Marine Corps Air Station El Toro
Mr. Bill Diekman, Orange County Health Care Agency
Mr. John Adams Jr., State Water Resources Control Board, Division of Clean .,_.

.W-a.t-e.r_P-r-og.r_ams _,..



.._ CONCURRENCE SIGNATURE PAGE

CONCURRENCE WiTH NO FURTHER ACTION FOR AREAS OF CONCERN
AMS-05, AMS-06,. AMS-13, AS-01, AS-02, AS-04, AS-05, AS-07, AST-01, MMS-

02, MWA-23: SAT-14, ST-68, ST-68AI ST-73 and MAE-04A, ST-74, TOW-XS, " ,
_ andTOW-18,AT MCASTUSTiN,CALIFORNIA

4

The following members of the BCT concur with the recommendations for No Fffi-ther
Action for areas of concern (AOCs) AMS-05, AMS:06, AMS-13, AS-01, AS:02, AS-04,
AS-05, AS-O7-rAST-01, MMS-02, MWA-23, SAT-14, ST-68, ST-68A, ST-73 and MAE- ":: --
04A, ST-74, TOW-XS, and TOW-18 at MCAS Tustin, California:

.. Date: .
..... _DESIRECH.ANOL--ER, _.... " - ... i/_----...

BRAC Environmental Coordinator

A - Date: -
' b'A_'FDH_ObGES,'. -1/) "_ / /-

.U.S. EPA v : . -
j Man -"Proect ager - - ---- _.......

_klRRYV_,LE,
RWQCB" "

" " Project Manager

7//1i¢A -• . Date: .
MAJE[_]'SRAHIM "
Cal-EPA,DTSC ..

-_---P r-o-je-dt-Ma-E_ger
I
i
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" Attachment3

Hazardous Substances Notification Table

Stored (S),

Parcel AOC Hazardous Substances* Date(s) of Storage Released (R), or

_, and/or Operation Disposed (D)

_._ 24 MDA-06 Waste liquids containing petroleum Unknown S
hydrocarbon compounds, PCBs, and
heavy metals

24 MDA-10 Waste liquids containing petroleum Unknown S
hydrocarbon compounds, PCBs, and
heavy metals

Notes:

*Hazardous Substances - Basewide Environmental Baseline_Survey, Table F-1 (BN12001).

This table was prepared in accordance with'40 CFR 373 and 40 CFR 302.4.

The reported substances are not listed in 40 CFR 302.4, and therefore have no corresponding Chemical Abstracts Services

(CAS) number, no regulatory synonyms, no Resource, Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) waste numbers, -"

_" and no reportable quantities.

Acronyms/Abbreviations:
_.- AOC = area of concern

CFR = Code of Federal Regulations

MDA = miscellaneous, potential disposal area

_.. PCB = Polychlorinated biphenyl

FOST 4, Former MCAS Tustin 1 Of 1 September 2002



Attachment 3

Petroleum Products Notification Table

Stored (S), __

Parcel UST/AST or AOC Petroleum Products* Date(s) of Storage Released (R), or

and/or Operation Disposed (D)

24 AST 169 JP-5 removed June 22,1998 S

24 AST 170 JP-5 removed June 22,1998 S

24 MWA-17 Oily waste 1940's-1996 R

24 ST-21E JP-5 unknown-1991 S *_

24 UST 22A (1,2) Fuel off 1942-Nov. 1991 S

24 UST 22B (1-3) Gasoline 1942- Nov. 1991 S

24 UST 22C (1-3) Gasoline 1942- Nov. 1991 S ,--,

24 UST 22D (1-4) Gasoline 1942- Nov. 1991 S

24 UST 22E (1-3) Gasoline 1942- Nov. 1991 S

24 UST 22F (1-3) Gasoline 1942- Nov. 1991 S

24 UST22G(1-3) Gasoline 1942-Nov.1991 S

24 UST22H(1-3) Gasoline 1942-Nov.1991 S

24 .- .- . UST 22I (1-3) Gasoline 1942- Nov. 199_1 S
24 UST 22J (1-3) Gasoline 1942- Nov. 1991 S _m

24 UST22K(1-3) Gasoline 1942-Nov.1991 S

24 UST22L(1-3) Gasoline 1942-Nov.1991 S

24 UST 22M (1-3) Gasoline 1942- Nov. 1991 S

24 UST66 Fueloff 1944-priorto1991 S
24 UST89 Fueloil reniovedDec.01,1999 S

Notes:

*Petroleum Products - Basewide Environmental Baseline Survey, Tables 5-5, 5-6, and F-1 (BNI 2001).

These UST/ASTs and AOCs contain petroleum products which fall within the scope of the CERCLA petroleum

exclusion set forth in CERCLA Section 101(14).

Acronyrns/Abbreviations:

AOC= area of concern

AST = above ground storage tank
DSD =

JP-5=jet propellant grade5 -
MWA = miscellaneous, wash m'ea

ST = storage, temporary

UST = underground storage tank

"4

FOST4,FormerMCASTustin 1 of 1 September2002
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- DoD Po|icies on Asbestos, Lead-Based
- Paint,8ridRadonatBaseRealignment
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DoD Base Reuse implementation Manual

Q O." OFFICE OF" THE UNDER SECR_"TARY" OF DEFENSE

_.m • _ D_:F'EN3E_P1ENTAGON
WASHINGTON _:)C _.O301-:_OOO.

_=_"=_==_ __ r_j _._

/¢[EMORANDUM i=0_ ASSISTANT SE_A_Y OF THE ARMY"
N 0NSTALLATIONS, LOGISTICS & ENVIRON_

ASSISTANT SE_A_Y OF 'IT-IENAVY

J_;S:STANT _CRETAF.Y OF THE AZR.FORCE
_WE_ RESEI_V_ A_A:RS, INSTALLA.'t'LONS&

D_.CTO_,DEF_N_LOG:S'_CSAG_CY

=" _B_CT: A_'_os, _ PaiW._.d }_ton PolJg_s&_SP_ACPropcr6_"

=.. Th= pm'po_ offl_s memorandumis_omque_'tthat you implecncnt th__l
Dcpanmcm ofDet'e.asc ('DoD)politics on =_=stos, icJ_dpaint _J_dr_.donm bast: radiometre _ud
do_J_C(BRAC) properties.

_.. As yDum_y r_ these ?oHc_swere drmflccdmd accepted within th_ D_
Ezv_'onmm_JScon'JtyCoua_ ('DESC) s/rucmrc, _Jrlag h_May 6, ]994, mcc_g/tic DESC
acc=ptc_th_draftDoD po_cy on rm:Ioz at BRAC propcrd=_, At _ metaling,the .dr_2.po1_clas

P olicy Bom"d('ESOHPB]_'orrcv_on Lnfl_r.cegum_:' During ks May I0, !_, _E _" ......
ESOHPB accepted the _ dr_ DoD po/Jd_ on a-_bestostad lead p,dat _ BRAC properties.

Subr_quera to DESC md ESOHPB actiom the_e pot;coswe_ coor_=d ft_rmallywith
_" the A._am S_ of Dc.f'cnse(Economic Security) Lad theOfficeofdae Dcputy C_rcnc_

Coun_ (Aequisirdon&LoEirdes). If'there _re any quc_pns concemiug rhi_ request, pleasc
cenu_x F_.dDycLa_n_ DESC _cc_c Sm=rmary _t 703.-697-9107.. - --

/%/

-- _ _ _ u_

.. A_na_hm_ms

Environm_n_:lSecurlty 0 Defent_IngOur Future

Decen_b_er 1997 F-65



Policies on Asbestos, Lead-Based Paint, and Radon at BNAC Properties
.......................................................................................................................................................................................... _ ,, ,..,,_', ........................................ ,. ,_ ......... , ......

DOD POLICYON ASBESTOS

AT BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE PROPERTIES _.

Department of Defense (DoD) policy with regard to asbestos-containing material (ACM) is to manage ACM in a

manner protective of human health and the environment, and to comply with all applicable Federal, State, and local
laws and regulations governing ACM hazards. •Therefore, unless it is determined . by competent authority that the

ACM in the property does pose a threat to human health at the time of transfer, all property containing ACM will be
conveyed, leased, or otherwise disposed of as is through the Base Realignment _/ndCIosure (BRAC) process.

Prior to property disposal: all available information on the existence, extent and condition of ACM shall be
incorporated into the Environmental Baseline Survey (EBS) report or other appropriate document to be provided to
the transferee. The survey report or document shall include:

reasonably available information on the type, location, and condition of asbestos in any building or
improvementontheproperty;

-- any results of testing for asbestos;
-- a description of any asbestos control measures taken for the property;
-- any available information on costs or time necessary to remove all or any portion of the remaining

ACM; however, special studies or tests to obtain this material are not required; and
-- results of a site-specific update of the asbestos inventory performed to revalidate the condition of

-- ACM;

" ' " "Asbestos-containing material shall be remedied prior to property disposal only if it is of a type and condition

"-"xbat'is not in c0mpliance with applicable laws t regulations, and standards_.or if it poses a threat to human health at
the time of transfer of the property. This remediation should be accomplished by the active S-ervice organization,.•by , - _._"
the Service disposal agent, or by the transferee under a negotiated requirement of the contract for sale or lease, The
remediation discussed above Will not be required when the buildings are scheduled for demolition by the transferee;

_he transfer document proh{biLs occupation-of the buildings prior to the demolition.; and the transferee assumes ..
responsibility for the management of any ACM in accordance with applicable laws.

.-..._

W

u
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DoD Base Reuse Implementation Manual

DOD POLICY ON LEAD-BASED PAINT

_" AT B_SE REALIGNMENT ANDCLOSURE PROPERTIES

" Department of Defense (DoD) policy with re_ard to lead-based paint (LBP) is to manage LBP in a manner
protective of human health and the environment, and to comply with all applicable Federal, State, and local laws and
regulations governing LBP hazards. The Federal requirements for residential structuresldwelHngs with LBP on Base

__ Realignment and Closure (BRAC) properties differ, depending on: (l) the date of property transfer; and (2) the date
of construction of the residential housing •being transferred,

DoD policy is to manage LBP at BRAC installations in accordance with either 24 CFR 35 or P.L. •102-550, at
-- the Service's discretion, ufitil January I, 1995; and, thereafter, solely in accordance with P.L. 102-550. Residential

.strucmres/owelhn=s are as defined in the applicable regulation and any regulation issued pursuant thereto. The
Military Components may apply this policy to any other structures they deem appropriate.

On January. 1', 1995, and thereafter, the provisions of the Residential Lead-Based Paint Hazard Reduction Act of
.... 1992 (Title X of P.L. 102-550) concerning the transfer of Federal property for residential use take effect. These

-- provisions, codified at (in pertinent part) 42 U.S.C. 4822, 4851-4856, and 15U.S.C. 2688, are applicable to target
housing, which is housing constructed prior to t978, with limited exceptions for housing for the elderly or persons

with disabilities or any 0-bedroom dwelling.

-- Target housing constructed after 1960 and before 1978 must be inspected for LBP and LBP hazards.
The results of the inspection must be provided to prospective purchasers or transferees of BRAC property,
identifying the presence of LBP and LBP hazards on a surface-by-surface basis, There is no Federal LBP

__,,. . .. hazard abatement.regu!r.eme.n.t for such property In addition, prospective transferees must be provided a
lead hazard information pamphlet and the contract for sale or lease must include a lead warning statement.

Target housing constructed before 1960 must be inspected for LBP and LBP hazards, and such hazards
-- must be abated. The results of the LBP inspection will be provided to prospective purchasers or transferees

- of BRAC property_ identifying the presence of LBP and LBP hazards on a surface-by-surface basis and a
description of the-abatement measures taken. In addition, prospective transferees must be provided whh a

-- lead hazard information pamphlet and the contract for transfer must include a lead warning statement.

. - _The inspection and abatement disc.ussed above will not be required when the building is scheduled for-
demoIitien by the transfereg and-the tr/nifer document prohibits occupation of the building-prior to the demolition;
the building is scheduled for non-residential use; or, if the building is scheduled for residential use, the transferee
conducts renovation consistent with the regulatory requirements for the abatement of LPB hazards.

-- Effective January 1, 19955 DoD BRAC properties shall be transferred in accordance with any regulations
implementing the Residential Lead-Based Paint Hazard Reduction Act of 1992. The Act also made Federal agencies
subject to all Federal, State, interstate, and local substantiv_ and procedural requirements respecting LBP and LBP

-- hazards (see 15 U_S.C. 2688). Therefore, there may be more stringent local requirements applicable to Federal
property transfers.

w
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.......Po i ioies-..on-,A-sb es .t.osr,.Le,ad-.Bas ed-_ ai nt_.,.,an ,d-Rad on,-at-.B,R,A.C._r o_ e r_ies.......- ............................... " ..................... ,

DOD POLICY ON RA.DON

AT BASE REALIGNMENT ANDCLOSURE PROPERTIES "_

In response to concerns with the potential health effects associated with radon exposure, and in accordance with ,-,
the Indoor Radon Abamment provisions of Subchapter [II of the Toxic Substances Control Act, 25 U.S,C. 266I to

267 I, the Department of Defense (DoD) conducted a study to determine radon levels in a representative sample of
its buildings. In addition, as part ofDoD's voluntary approach to reducing r.adon exposure, DoD has applied the _,
Environmental Prote.ction Agency (EPA) guidelines for residential stru.ctures with regard to remedial actions.

DoD policy is to ensure, that any available and relevant radon assessment data pertaining to Base Realignment
and Closure (BRAC) property being transferred shall be included in property transfer documents. --

DoD policy is not to perform radon assessment and mitigation prior to transfer of BRAC property unless
otherwiserequiredbyapplicablelaw. ,.,

_ ... o,

- . ....
• ....

- ....,

°.
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Finding of Suitability to Transfer i+

Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, California

21 July 2002 Comments frora: Mr. James Ricks, Remedial Project Manager, US EPA
I

SPECIFIC COMMENTS ' RESPONSE
r ....

1. Page 1, Purpose 12. The draft MCAS TustSn FOST for Portions of Parcel Page 2, Second to last paragraph of Section 1.0 - The last sentence reads,

24, herein referred to as FOST, needs to state the intended reuse of the "The reuse Plan designates the future use of Parcel 24 as Residential (City
parcel being transferred. The FOST should also state whether the parcel of Tustin, 1998).
has been restored to residential or. nomresidential risk levels.

The following sentence has been added to the paragraph listed above:
"All environmental factors on the portion of Parcel 24 of this FOST has
been found suitable for residential reuse."

......2. Page 6, Environmental Factors 6.0. The FOST states that "IRP sites, + The contaminated areas (groundwater) are located in the Carve-Out
AOCs, USTs, and ASTs within the CO areas were evaluated ...and it was (FOSL) areas, not in the transferable (FOST) areas. Therefore, Operating,

concluded that contamination (e.g., groundwater plumes) from the CO Properly and Successfully (OPS), is not appropriate in this FOST, but will
areas does not pose an unacceptable risk to human health or the be included in the Operating and Maintenance Plan (OMP). However,
environment..." If, indeed, the parcel to be transferred contains OPS is mentioned in section 5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL BASELINE

contaminated groundwater, then the groundwater contamination needs SURVEY HISTORY AND FINDINGS, third paragraph.

to address in the FOST, and a determination of 'Operating Properly and No changes will be made to this FOST.
Successfully' (OPS) needs to be approved by the USEPA, prior to and as
a condition to transfer.

3. Page 6, Environmental Findings in CO Areas 7.0. This section of the The purpose of section 7.0 reporting the environmental factors is to notify
FOST purportedly only " the four sites within the CO areas that have the future landowners of the adjacent properties" environmental
ongoing investigations or cleanups." However, the discussion is conditions. However, the section is consistent with FOST 2 and FOST 3.

confusing. The FOST discusses areas that are not to be transferred and This sentence now reads, "This section provides a summary of the

that are being addressed by the FOSLs. The FOST should focus on the environmental findings within the adjacent properties surrounding on
parcel being transferred, the transfer Portion of Parcel 24 that is the subject of this FOST. "

4. Pages 11-12, Notification - Asbestos-Containing Material [ACM] 8.3.1. Section 8.3.1.2 - Buildings Plamled For Reuse and Table 7 -Summary of
The Department of the Navy (DON) must clearly identify the buildings Asbestos Containing Material (ACM) Survey Results in Buildings Within

that will be reused and clarify the status of asbestos in those buildings. Transfer Portion of Parcel 24, identifies building 247 to be reused

And if friable asbestos is present, the Navy must abate and/or remove according to the City of Tusfin Reuse Plan. The status of the asbestos is

the asbestos prior to transfer, also identified in these two sections. All buildings surveyed were found to
have non-friable ACM. Because the designation of building 247 is to be

reused and the last survey was taken in August 2002. No ACM was found

during this inspection and therefore, the building will not be restricted
from occupancy.



Response to Comments

Finding of Suitability to Transfer

Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, California

SPECIFICCOMMENTS RESPONSE

5. Pages 12-14. Notifications and Restrictions - Lead Base Paint. The In section 8.4.1 - Notifications - Lead Based Paint, the following sentence

FOST states on page 13, Section 8.4.1 that "There are a total of 8 non- has been added: "Building 17 was previously used as a maintenance and
residential buildings located within the portions of Parcel 24 considered Utility Shop. This building is scheduled for demolition."

in this FOST." The document furthers states that four (4) of the buildings Section 8.4.2.1 will include building 17. The first sentence will read:

(i.e., Buildings 41, 53, 66, 89) will be demolished and three (3) buildings ( "Buildings 17, 41, 53, 66 and 89- Since these buildings were constructed17T, 228 and 247) that were built after 1978. The document fails to
prior to 1978 (when LBP was potentially used) and are scheduled for

neither identify nor state the status of the eighth building. Moreover, demolition, use of these buildings is restricted from residential use and

given that the FosT does not identify the reuse of the parcel to be children will not be allowed to occupy these buildings. "transferred, then the FOST must identify deed restrictions to prevent the

parcel from residential use until sampling and any abatement necessary This FOST identifies the reuse of the portion of Parcel 24 in the second to
is completed. In addition, if the property is to be reused for residential last paragraph in section 1.0.

purposes, the FOST must state that it will comply with the Department The second to last paragraph in section 8.4 states that "Demolition of LBP-

of Defense /Environmental Protection Agency (DOD/EPA) LBP containing buildings must be performed in accordance with applicable
Fieldguide, Housing and Urban Development (HUD) regulations and local state, and federal requirements. Non-residential buildingsUSEPA's TSCA 403 standards.

scheduled for demolition will require post-demolition soil sampling and
abatement of soil-lead hazards by the transferee prior to construction or
occupation of any new buildings. Buildings, which are scheduled for

demolition, may be occupied on an interim basis if the transferee conducts
the necessary LBP surveys and abatement in accordance with all local

state, and federal requirements (DoD 1999)." The DOD; EPA LBP field
guide, Housing and Urban Development regulations and USEPA's TSCA
403 standards are considered to be "all local state, and federal

requirements" and mentioned in the "Joint DoD/EPA Interim Final:

i Lead-Based Paint Guidelines for Disposal of Department of Defense

Residential Real Property - A Field Guide". The DoD/EPA field guide is
used for LBP policy at MCAS Tustin.

The deed restrictions are listed in section 8.4.2, Restrictions - Lead Based
I I

Paint.

2
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Finding of Suitability to Transfer
Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, California

SPECIFICCOMMENTS RESPONSE

6. Notifications and Restrictions - Pesticides. The FOST does not address Pesticides are not an issue with the portion of the parcel 24 that is relative
the issue of pesticides. The FOST needs to include a discussion of to this FOST. Section 6.0 - ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS, last

pesticides relative to the parcel, paragraph states: "Environmental factors considered for the portions of Parcel

24 considered in this FOST are listed in Table 5. Only those factors that require
noti_'cation or restriction are discussed in this document." The

pesticides/herbicides applications in Table 5 are checked with a "NO" for

Environmental Factors May Pose Restrictions or Require Notifications,

: since this area was not used for agriculture during base operations.

An attachment to these RTCs supplies further information on Pesticides

_ with justification of notification is not necessary.
f

7. Page 14, Covenant - Additional Remedial Action. The FOST must This section will read as follows: "The deed for transfer of parcels on
include the standard covenant language that states that all necessary which "any hazardous substance was stored for one year or more, [or]
remedial action has been taken prior to transfer, known to have been released, or disposed of..." as a result of former

activities conducted by the United States, will include a covenant made

i pursuant to CERCLA Section 120(h)(3)(A)(ii)(II). The covenant will

warrant "that any additional remedial action found to be necessary after

the date of Such transfer shall be conducted by the United States." This
' covenant will apply to the portion of Parcel 24 considered in this FOST
i (see Hazardous Substance Notification Table in Attachment 3). This

covenant will not apply to any remedial action required on the property
that is a result of an act or omission of the transferee that causes a new

release of hazardous substances."



Response to Comments

Finding of Suitability to Tr_Insfer

Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, California

22 July 2002 Comments from: Ms. Jennifer Rich, Remedial Project Manager, DTSC

GENERALCOMMENTS RESPONSE

1. On numerous pages within FOST #4 the footers are incorrect. Please The FOST 4 footers were corrected on the appropriate pages.
make the necessary corrections.

2. Any notifications that were included in Finding of Suitability to Lease ' Unexploded ordnance, pesticides, prime/unique farmland, and indoor air

(FOSL) #3 for Parcel 24 should be included in this FOST (i.e., unexploded quality are not an issue with the transfer portion of the parcel 24 that is
ordnance, pesticides, prime/unique farmland, indoor air quality). If the relative to this FOST. Section 6.0 - ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS, last

notifications are paragraph states: "Environmental factors considered for the portions of Parcel

not applicable to the transfer portion of Parcel 24, then at a minimum, an 24 considered in this FOST are listed in Table 5. Only those factors that require
explanation should be given as to why the notification is not applicable notification or restriction are discussed in this document." The Unexploded
to this FOST. ordnance, pesticides'/herbicides applications, and prime/unique farmland

in Table 5 are checked with a "NO" for Environmental Factors May Pose

Restrictions or Require Notifications. Indoor air quality was changed to be
checked from "YES" to "NO" since indoor air quality is not an issue.

Information explaining the reasons of not including the unexploded

ordnance, pesticides and prime/unique farmland in this FOST will be
attached to the end of these RTCs.

" Therefore, a notification is not necessary.

4
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_- Respons e_, ., Comments _-
Finding of Suitability to Transfer .

Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, California

GENERALCOMMENTS RESPONSE

3. In FOSL #3 there was a section on indoor air quality that discussed the The time the FOSL #3 was being written, only one plume at the W,P_ 13W

various notifications and restrictions associated with carve-out (CO) Site was shown in the draft OU-4 FS. A non-certified mobile lab sampled
areas and buildings. Restrictions were put in place for portions of CO-5 the other two plumes and therefore they were being decided at the time if

and specifically Buildings 228 and 3005T. The BCT agreed that in order any further investigation was needed. The draft final OU-4 FS will show
to provide for the protection of human health, that the restrictions all three plumes. This FOST will be consistent with the draft final OU-4 FS
needed to apply to existing buildings or newly constructed buildings by showing the three plumes. Buildings 228 and 3005T were restricted to

situated above or within 100 feet of areas with VOC groundwater be as conservative as possible. However, after reviewing the defined
contamination plumes based on configurations at the time of plumes on Figure 4, neither building is within 100 feet of either of the GW
construction and /or above areas with VOC soil contamination. To our plumes. Therefore, no restrictions are necessary. A new section on

knowledge there has been no indoor air monitoring in Buildings 228 or Indoor Air Quality will not be added, since in the section 1.0 - PURPOSE,
3005T since the finalization of FOSL #3. What is the basis for the Navy's the last sentence reads, "This FOST supercedes FOSL 3 for the portion of

determination that the buildings can be transferred without any Parcel 24 that is the subject of this FOST. "

notifications or restrictions? Additionally, it appears from looking at The data that was used for the Draft Final FOST 4 was obtained from the

Figure 5 that Building 17 is within 100 feet of the IRP-13S plume. If this Quarterly Groundwater Monitoring of Summer 2000. An updated
is the case, why weren't the indoor air quality restrictions (as outlined in
FOSL #3) applied to Building 17 as well? representation of the IRP-13S plume will be used from the Annual

Groundwater MonitOring Report, 2001. This updated plume is depicted in

the FOSL 3. The updated IRP-13S plume shown on Figure 4, is not within
i 100 ft of l_uilding 17, therefore, this building does not require any

restrictions. Indoor air restrictions will not be in FOST 4.
I

4. Please ensure that any notifications and restrictions that were included in All appropriate notifications and restrictions that were included in the

FOSL #3 for Parcel 24 are carried over to this FOST. If the Navy believes FOSL 3 have been carried over to the FOST 4. Any
that a notification or restriction no longer applies, then that too should notifications/restrictions that no longer apply to the FOST 4 will not be

be explained in the FOST. added into the document. The FOST 4 supercedes FOSL 3 and therefore

_, does not need to notify of any issues that are not of concern.

Information explaining the reasons of not including the unexploded

i_ ordnance, pesticides and prime/unique farmland in this FOST will be
attached to the end of these RTCs.

i

5. In this FOST, please provide a more clear explanation regarding the total Section 2.1 will be written as follows:

acreage of Parcel 24, the number of acres included in FOST #3, the "Parcel 24tin its entirety consists of approximately 50 acres and is located in
number of acres that will be left in CO-5 (FOSL #3) and the number of ' the northern portion of the former MCAS Tustin. Parcel 24 is bordered by

acres proposed for transfer in this FOST. As currently written, the Parcel 23 to the north' and by portions of Parcel 40 to the east, south, and
acreage breakdown of Parcel 24 is very difficult to follow, west. The boundaries of the portion of Parcel 24 considered in this FOST,

approximately 16 acres, are depicted on Figure 2."

5



Response to Comments

Finding of Suitability to Transfer
Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, California

GENERALCOMMENTS RESPONSE

6. Why do the figures show a portion of IRP-13E in Parcel 23? Figure 12 in At the time the FOSL #3 was being finalized, the boundaries of the parcels

FOST #3 doesn't show IRP-13E being in Parcel 23. Please explain the were not surveyed. IRP-13E does include a slight portion of Parcel 23 that
discrepancy. _. wasnotnoticeablein theFOSL3,Figure6. Theextensionis noticeablein

the detailed map (figure 5) in this FOST 4.

7. In the figures, Building 17 is shown partially in the "F'OST Boundary of This does not pose a'problem for transfer since the building is designated
Parcel 24" and partially in the "Non-Sale Parcel"• Doesn't this pose a _ for demolition. Building 17 is restricted for LBP and subsurface excavation.
problem for the transfer? Please explain. " SubsurfaCe Excavation would include demolition. Before demolition can

occur, a Lease Res_iction Revision Form will be submitted to the BCT prior
to transfer.

• . i I

8. Discussing CO areas within CO areas is very confusing and unnecessary. The discussions of CO areas within CO areas have been deleted.
In order to simplify the presentation, the FOST should focus on the

All appropriate sections have been rewritten.
portion of Parcel 24 being considered for transfer. A justification for
why the Navy believes the property is suitable for transfer should be
provided, which would include the potential impacts from adjacent
properties. This will require a substantial re-write of various sections of
this document. Therefore, DTSC will withhold any further comment on
Sections 1.0, 2.1, 5.0, 6.0, 7.0 and 9.0 until the draft final is issued for our
review.

9. Anytime the "City of Tustin, Irvine or Santa Ana" is mentioned in the This request has been changed throughout the document.
document, please be sure to capitalize the "C" in City.

10. Please ensure that the term "former" is used appropriately and This request has been changed throughout the document, tables and
consistentlythroughoutthe document, figures.

11. When discussing "area types", please be consistent and either use all This request has been changed throughout the document.
uppercase "Area Types" or all lowercase "area types".

12. Since there are no "structures" associated with this FOST, it would be This request has been changed throughout the document•
helpful to delete any references to "structures".

......13. Are there any monitoring wells and/or surface water gauging locations No monitoring wells and/or surface water gauging locations are located in
in the transfer portion of Parcel 24 considered in this FOST? the transfer portion of Parcel 24.

6
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_+ Response "_+,_Comments _-
Finding of Suitability to Transfer

Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, California

GENERALCOMMENTS RESPONSE

14. The FOST states that there are (14) Area Type 2 underground storage The RWQCB does not require risk-based standards for UST and AST site

tanks (USTs) and (2) Area Type 2 aboveground storage tanks (ASTs) closures. All site investigations and remedial actions have been completed
which received no further action (NFA) concurrence from the Regional for the sites that the RWQCB has concurred with the recommendations for

Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), located on the transfer portion i closure per the California Code of Regulations. Therefore, no additional
of Parcel 24. Because the RWQCB uses other than risk based clean up discussion is necessary.

standards to make its NFA determinations for UST/AST sites, Section 2.1 The Navy understands this is an "Unresolved Comment" and it will be
should be supplemented with a discussion on past response actions and attached to this FOST per the BRIM guidelines.
cleanup standards used for each of the UST/AST sites.

15. Please ensure that all shaded areas of the FOST are updated. All shaded areas will be updated before this FOST is finalized.

16. Please ensure that site numbers are consistent between text, tables and All site numbers have been checked to be consistent between text, tables

figures. Currently, consistency is lacking (i.e., AMS-06 vs. AMS-6). and figures.

17. Does there need to be any mention in the FOST that the property is No, there is no need to mention that the property is planned for public sale
planned for public sale? since it is not applicable to determining whether property can be

transferred or not.

22 July 2002 Comments from: Ms. Jennifer Rich, Remedial Project Manager, DTSC

SPECIFIC COMMENTS RESPONSE

1. Page iiit Table of Contents, Figures Figure 7 may have been omitted from some copies of the draft, however, it

Figure 7 is missing from the document, will be included in all of the Draft Final

2. Page iv, Table of Contents, Attachments The alignment of the Table of Contents will be adjusted.
The alignment needs adjusting. Please correct.

3. Page vi, Acronyms/Abbreviations (continued) RWQCB was added to the acronyms.

Please include RWQCB in the list. It is first used on page 4 of the
document.

4. Page 2r Section 2.0 Property Description - Paragraph 1, Sentence 4 - Please The requested comment has been changed.
delete the extra punctuation at the end of the sentence.

Paragraph 3, Line 3 - Please insert "the" before "former". The requested comment has been changed.

Paragraph 3, Last Line - Please clarify what is meant by "maintenance". Maintenance will be defined as any ground keeping maintaining safety
and access to areas as well as any equipment maintenance that may be

i supporting environmental cleanup activities.

7
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Response to Comments

Finding of Suitability to Transfer

Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, California

SPECIFICCOMMENTS RESPONSE

5. Page 7, Section 8.0 Use Restrictions and Notifications

Because the RWQCB uses other than risk-based cleanup standards to make The RWQCB does not require risk-based standards for UST and AST site
its NFA determinations for UST/AST sites, DTSC would hke a notification closures. All site investigations and remedial actions have been completed
in the deed to inform future land owners of the cleanup criteria used at for the sites that the RWQCBhas concurred with the recommendations for
these sites. Please incorporate a new subsection in Section 8.0 tiffed closure per the California Code of Regulations. Therefore, no additional
"Notification - Underground and Aboveground Storage Tanks." discussion is necessary.

Please include the following statements, "Underground storage tanks The Navy understands this is an "Unresolved Comment" and it will be
(USTs) and Aboveground Storage Tanks (ASTs) have been removed from attached to this FOST per the BRIM guidelines.
the transfer portion of Parcel 24. These USTs and ASTs were removed
according to standard s promulgated by the Regional Water Quahty
Control Board, Santa Ana (RWQCB). The RWQCBuses water protection
standards as its guidelines, in order to protect the quahty of surface and
subsurface water. These standards do not include a risk-based approach
to cleanup and therefore on a case by case basis may not be as protective
of human health and the environment as a risk-based approach to
cleanup may be."

"As a result of the standards utilized in the cleanup at these UST/AST
sites, hazardous substances contained in petroleum products may have
been left at the sites at levels that are not protective of human health." !

Paragraph 1, Line 4 - Please insert "of the FOST property" after "use". This request has been changed
i.

Paragraph 2 - Please delete because all of the information is included in _ This request has been changed
Section 8.5. ._ f

6. Pages 8 and 9, Section 8.1 Notifica .tion-Polychlorinated Biphenyls- i _ '

Paragraph 1, Sentences 2 through 5 - Appears to have been inadvertently All unnecessary information has been deleted and replaced with "One
taken from FOST #3. Please delete and include any pertinent information transformer was fot{nd to have a high PCB level of 311 ppm and was
related to the portion of Parcel 24 that is the subject of this FOST (see Table replaced as a corrective action and disposed of as a regulated item. All
6). otherknowntransformerscontainedlessthan50ppmofPCBandwere

therefore left in place."

Paragraph 2, Line 2 - Please insert a space between "Parcel" and "24". i This request has been changed.

8
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Respons e_-,o Comments _"
Finding of Suitability to Transfer

Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, California

SPECIFIC COMMENTS i RESPONSE
i '

6. Paragraph 4, Sentences 2 through 4 - Please change to read, "Per federal The paragraph was changed to reflect the most recent PCB policy. The
(cont.) regulations (40 Code of Federal Regulations 761.3), transformers with PCB paragraph now reads, "In 1996, a PCB transformer survey was conducted

concentrations less than 50 ppm are classified as non-PCB transformers., at MCAS Tustin (PWC 1996). Per federal regulations (40 Code of Federal
However, equipment containing equal to or greater than 50 and less than Regulations 761.3), transformers with PCB concentrations less than 50 ppm

500 ppm PCBs is considered PCB-contaminated electrical equipment, are classified as non-PCB transformers. However, equipment containing
PCB-containing equipment may also be subject to State hazardous waste less than 50 ppm PCBs may be subject to State hazardous waste laws at

laws regulating PCB waste." (taken directly from final FOSL #3) time of disposal.

Last paragraph, Sentence I - Please change to read, "One transformer on Transformers within the transfer portion of Parcel 24 that have
the transfer portion of Parcel 24 was replaced due to elevated levels of concentrations of PCBs less than 27 ppm are still present. These
PCBs." transformers are considered non-PCB transformers under federal

Last Paragraph, Sentence 2 - Please change to read, "Transformers within regulations, however, the transferee must comply with applicable State and

the transfer portion of Parcel 24 and had concentrations of PCBs at or less local laws at the time of disposal." ,
than 27 ppm are still present in the transfer area.."

Last ParagraPh, Last Sentence - Please delete "lease or".

7. Page 9, Section 8.2 Notification - Radon

Paragraph 2, Line 3 - Please insert a space between "based" and "upon,. This request has been changed

8. Page 10, Section 8.3 Notifications and Restrictions - Asbestos-Containing
Material

Last line - Figure 7 is missing from the document Figure 7 may have been omitted from some copies of the draft, however, it
will be included in all of the Draft Final

9. Page 11, Section 8.3 Notifications and Restrictions - Asbestos-Containing
Material

Line 3 - Please change "portions" to "portion" This request has been changed throughout the document.



Response to Comments

Finding of Suitability to Transfer
Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, California

SPECIFICCOMMENTS RESPONSE

10. Page 11r Section 8.3.1 Notifications - Asbestos-Containing Material

Line I - Please change "portions" to "the transfer portion". This request has been changed.

Sentences 2 through 4 - It appears that only two of the five ACM surveys This request has been changed.
mentioned are applicable to the transfer portion of Parcel 24 (i.e., 1988 and
1991). Please delete the other three ACM surveys from the text and
Attachment I (References).

Please include the following statement at the end of the paragraph, "To SWDIV does not provide copies the documents. However, DON makes
assure full disclosure of all known ACM on the transfer portion of Parcel the documents available for copying. Therefore, the folIowing statement
24, copies of the ACM survey reports will be included in the transfer will be included at the end of the paragraph: "To assure full disclosure of
documentation. '_ (taken from final FOST #3) all known ACM on the transfer portion of Parcel 24, copies of the ACM

survey reports will be available at a disclosed location at time of transfer."

11. Page 11, Section 8.3.1.1 Buildings/Structures Planned For Demolition

The title of this section is inconsistent with the Table of Contents. Please The title was changed to "BUILDINGS PLANNED FOR

change the title to read, "Buildings/Structures Planned For Demolition Or DEMOLITION OR "TO BE DETERMINED (TBD)"
'To Be Determined (TBD)'"

According to Figure 3, Building 3005T is included in the transfer portion of Building 3005T will be added to the appropriate areas in the text and
Parcel 24, but is missing from this section. Please correct the discrepancy, tables.

12. Page 11, Section 8.3.1.2 Buildings/Structures Potentially Available For
Reuse

The title of this section is inconsistent with the Table of Contents. Please The title and table of contents was changed to "Building Planned for
change the title to read, "Buildings/Structures Planned For Reuse". Reuse"

Building 247 - Please change the last line to read, "reported in the roofing
and floor tiles."

10
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_ Response _LoComments _
Finding of Suitability to Transfer

Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, California

SPECIFICCOMMENTS RESPONSE

13. Page 12, Section 8.3.2.1 Buildings/Structures Planned For Demolition Or
"To Be Determined (TBD)"

Paragraph I - Please delete Building 17T from this paragraph and include The paragraph reads, "Buildings 17T and 3005T - Since no ACM surveys
in its own paragraph as follows: have been conducted, these buildings are restricted from occupancy prior

to demolition. The deed will indicate that the transferee assumes

"Building 17T - Since no ACM survey has been conducted, this building is responsibility for the management of ACM, including surveys, removal
restricted from occupancy prior to demolition. The deed will indicate that and/or management of ACM prior to or during demolition, in accordance

the transferee assumes responsibility for the management of ACM, :' with applicable laws. Since the buildings are not designated for reuse,
' including surveys, removal and/or management of ACM prior to or DON is not obligated'to conduct an asbestos survey. These buildings may

during demolition, in accordance with applicable laws. Since the building only be occupied if the transferee conducts the necessary ACM surveys and

is not designated for reuse, DON is not obligated to conduct an asbestos i abatemen t according to all local state, and federal requirements prior to
survey. This building may only be occupied if the transferee conducts the occupancy or renovation."
necessary ACM surveys and abatement according to all local, state, and

federal requirements prior to occupancy or renovation." (taken from FOST
#3)

If Building 3005T is included in the transfer portion of Parcel 24 as shown This request has been incorporated into the document.
in Figure 3, please include this building in the same paragraph as Building
17T. The EBS (Table B-3) shows that a survey was never conducted at

Building 3005T. i

14. Page 12, Buildings/Structures Planned For Reuse i r ....

An ACM survey was conducted in 1991 and determined that non-friable Building 247 was surveyed for FAD ACM in August 2002. No restrictions

ACM was reported in the roofing and floor tries. The building is planned are necessary since No FAD ACM was detected during this survey.
for reuse. Since ACM was reported in the interior of the building and the
survey is outdated, isn't the Navy required to conduct a new survey?
Why haven't restrictions been imposed for this building?

i

i
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Response to Comments

Finding of Suitability to Transfer

Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, California

SPECIFICCOMMENTS RESPONSE

15. Page 12, Section 8.4 Notifications And Restrictions - Lead-Based Paint , i

If there are no residential buildings in the transfer portion of Parcel 24, The following sentence was added to the end of the second paragraph in

pIease state that right up front. Also, if no surveys were performed, please section 8.4: "All nine buildings located in the transfer portion of Parcel 24
state that as well. are non-residential buildings. Therefore, none of the buildings have been

, surveyed for LBP."'

16. Page 13, Section 8.4.1 Notifications - Lead-Based Paint

Paragraph I - Please change the number of non-residential buildings from The number of buildings was changed from 8 to 9.
"8" to "9", if Figure 3 is correct in showing Building 3005T within the No painted surfaces are believed to be on this building since it described to
FOST boundary of Parcel 24. The Basewide EBS, Appendix C does not
show a year of construction for the building. Does the Navy have any i be a "Steel Canopy Over Storage Area". According the to FOSL 3 and the
other source for determining the year of construction, or whether or not Reuse Plan for the City of Tustin, B3005T was built in 1990.
there are any painted surfaces? If the year of construction remains "portions" was changed to "portion".
unknown, please make a notification in Section 8.4.1 that the date of
construction is unknown and the possibility exists that LBP may be
present. If there are no painted surfaces, then the Navy should provide
that information as well. Also, in the same paragraph, please change
"portions" to "portion".

Please include Building 17 in this section because it was constructed before Building 17 was included into section 8.4.1
1978.

12
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Response_-,,_ Comments
Finding of Suitability to Transfer

Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, California

SPECIFIC COMMENTS _ RESPONSE

16. Based on the age (pre-1978) of buildings identified in Section 8.4.1 (Notei DON recognizes that U.S. EPA and DTSC consider the presence of exterior
(cont.) There is one additional pre-1978 building [17] that should be identified in LBP that has been released to the soil to pose a potential CERCLA release

Section 8.4.1), the DON maintains that LBP may be present on the exterior to the environment. However, the U.S. EPA and DoD previously "agreed
painted surfaces and may be present in the surrounding environment, to disagree" on the question of natural weathering being a release of a

(Note: There is one building [3005T] where the date of construction is CERCLA hazardous substance during negotiations for the joint U.S.
unknown and the possibility exists that LBP may be present on the EPA/DoD Field Guide. DoD deliberately avoided expressly endorsing or

exterior painted surfaces and may be present in the surrounding agreeing with the U.S. EPA's position in the Field Guide. The Field Guide
environment.) However, Section 8.4 seems to assert that DON does not also states that, "although EPA concluded that the release of lead to soil
intend to evaluate or abate LBP associated with these buildings, now or in from lead-based paint from structures falls within the CERCLA definition

the future. The DON maintains that Buildings [17], 41, 53, 66, 89 and of a hazardous substances release, EPA and DoD agree that for the

[3005T] are non-residential buildings and as such, DON is not responsible majority of situations involving target housing (and child-occupied
for evaluation or abatement of lead in soils surrounding these facilities, facilities), Title X is sufficiently protective to address hazards posed by

lead-based paint.
The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and DTSC

consider the presence of exterior LBP that has been released to the soft, to The CERCLA liability to evaluate and abate any LBP release/hazards does

pose a potential Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation not apply to DON since DON does not consider the release of LBP by
and Liability Act (CERCLA) release to the environment. DON is required weathering a CERCLA release. The CERCLA warranty for LBP cleanup
to evaluate and address all releases of CERCLA hazardous substances at costs after transfer is not applicable based in the DON's position for

its facilities, and where property has been transferred under CERCLA releases of LBP through weathering. Any evaluation and abatement of
120(h)(3) the DON must covenant that it will perform any remedial action soil-lead hazards at MCAS Tustin for nonresidential buildings and

found to be necessary after the date of transfer. In addition, the "DoD structures will be the responsibility of the future transferee unless DoD

Policy on Responsibility for Additional Environmental Cleanup after policy or generally applicable standards for nonresidential
Transfer of Real Property" (DoD comeback policy) asserts that DoD will buildings/structures are promulgated after transfer.

typically utilize the Local Redevelopment Authority's reuse plan as the The Navy understands this is an "Unresolved Comment" and it will be
basis for the land use assumptions that DoD will consider during a attached to this FOST per the BRIM guidelines.
remedy selection process. Because of the age of the buildings, a potential
release to the environment of lead associated with exterior lead-based Building 3005T was built in 1990 and does nothave an issue with LBP.

paint exists, DON should conduct soil sampling to determine whether
soils surrounding the above buildings contain lead from LBP at levels

which may pose a threat to human health and the environment.

f t
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Response to Comments
Finding of Suitability to Transfer

Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, California

SPECIFICCOMMENTS RESPONSE

16. DTSC understands that the DON looks to Title X, the Residential Lead-
(cont.) Based Paint Hazard Reduction Act and the joint DoD/U.S. EPA interim

final "Lead-Based Paint Guidelines for Disposal of Department of Defense
Residential Real Property - A Field Guide" (December 1999) to address the
hazards posed by LBP. DTSC however, has not adopted the joint
DoD/U.S. EPA guidelines and its criteria for evaluating LBP hazards.
DTSC maintains that lead from LBP is a CERCLA release. Therefore,

without site-specific data, DTSC is unable to determine whether, pursuant
to CERCLA 120(h)(3), all remedial actions have been taken at the transfer
portion of Parcel 24 with respect to potential releases of lead from LBP.

17. Pages i3 and 14, Section 8.4.2.1 Nonresidential Buildings/Structures

Paragraph I - Please include Building 17 because is it was constructed Building 17 was added to this section.
before 1978 and is scheduled for demolition.

The prior use for Building 17T is unknown. What was the basis for _. According to the 1999 Final Building Summary Report Marine Corps Air
categorizing the building as non-residential? Facility Tustin, CA, the past use of building 17T was for equipment

storage. Equipment'Storage would be considered a non-residential
_ building. The text and tables have been be updated.
i I

i i ......

18. Page 14, Section 8.5 Notification - Hazardous Substances or Petroleum
• Products "

Line 2 - Please change "Part" to "part". ' All of these changes have been incorporated into the document.i I

Line 3 - Please change "applicable transfer parcels" to "transfer portion of
Parcel 24".

i

Line 5 - Please change "boundaries of the portions" to "portion".

Please remove the extra space between lines 5 and 6.

19. Page 14, Section 8.6 Covenant - Additional Remedial Action i

Line 7 - Please change "portions" to "portion". This change has been incorporated into the document.

14
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_. Respons _.._ Comments

Finding of Suitability to Transfer
Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, Californiai

SPECIFICCOMMENTS RESPONSE
I I

20. Page 14, Section 8.7 Right of Access i

Line 2 - Please change "portions" to "portion". These changes have been incorporated into the document.

Lines 4 and 5 - Please change "parcels" to "parcel".

21. Table 1, Building s Within Trasfer [sic] Portion of Parcel 24

There is a typographical error in the title. Please change "Trasfer" to This change has been incorporated into the document.
"Transfer".

i
According to Figure 3, Building 3005T is in the transfer portion of Parcel Building 3005T will be included in Table 1. The Reuse Plan for the City of

24. If this is the case, please include Building 3005T in the table. The Tustin was used as _ source for the year the building was built (1990).
Basewide EBS, Appendix C, does not show a year of construction for the
building. Does the Navy have any other source for determining the year of
construction?

Building 17T - This building is not included in Appendix C of the Building 17 T was surveyed and listed in the Final Building Summary

Basewide EBS. Please cite the correct reference for the "Year Built" in the Report, MCAS, Tustin, CA, May 1999. It was built in 1990, total area is 500
"Notes" section of this table. Since the "Prior Use" of the building is sq ft and its prior use was for equipment storage, therefore would be

unknown, what was the basis for categorizing the building as non- : considered to be a non-residential building. The reference was

residential? Please list the "Total Area" as "Unknown". incorporated into the table I and Attachment 1.

Building 41 - Please list the "Prior Use" as "Storage/Warehouse" (see This change has been incorporated into the document.

Basewide EBS, Appendix C).

Building 228 - The "Total Area" listed is incorrect. Please change to This change has been incorporated into the document.
"3,150" (see Basewide EBS, Appendix C).

Notes: - In note's a and c, please change the reference from "BNI 2001a" to This change has been incorporated into the document.
"BN12001" to remain consistent with Attachment 1, References.

22. •Table 2, Areas of Concern Within Transfer Portion of Parcel 24

Is DSD-06 in the transfer portion of Parcel 24? No, DSD-06 is located south of Bldg 66, which•is located in the UST-268

portion of CO-5.
Notes - In note's a and b, please change the reference from "BNI 2001a" to

"BNI 2001" to remain consistent with Attachment 1, References.
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Response to Comments

Finding of Suitability to Transfer

Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, California

SPECIFICCOMMENTS RESPONSE

23. Table 3I Former UST/AST Sites Within Transfer Portion of Parcel 24

Notes: - In note's a and b, please change the reference from "BNI 2001a" to This change has been incorporated into the document.
ii

"BNI 2001" to remain consistent with Attachment 1, References.

24. Table 5, Environmental Factors Considered - Transfer Portion of Parcel 24

Please update the table to be consistent with Section 8.0, Use Restrictions Indoor air was changed from "Yes" to "No".
And Notifications.

25. Table 6, Summary_ of PCB Transformer Survey and PCB Equipment

Inspec.tion Results in Buildings Within Transfer Portion of Parcel 24

In order to be consistent with the text, please change "Removed" to This change has been incorporated into the document.

"Replaced" in the "Corrective Action" column for B 41.

According to Figure 3, Building 3005T is in the transfer portion of Parcel This change has been incorporated into the document.
24. If this is the case, please include Building 3005T in the table.

Notes: - Please change the reference from "BNI 2001a" to "BNI 2001" to This change has been incorporated into the document.
remain consistent with Attachment 1, References.

26. Table 7, Summary. of ACM Survey Results in Buildings Within Transfer
Portion of Parcel 24

According to Figure 3, Building 3005T is in the transfer portion of Parcel This change has been incorporated into the document.

24. If this is the case, please include Building 3005T in the table.

Notes: - In note number 1, please change the reference from "BNI 2001a" This change has been incorporated into the document.
to "BNI 2001" to remain consistent with Attachment 1, References..

27. Table 8, Notifications and Restrictions Summary_ for Transfer Portion of
Parcel 24

Please update to reflect changes in text. This change has been incorporated into the document.

28. Figure 4, AOCs and UST/AST Sites Within Transfer Portion of Parcel 24

It is unnecessary and confusing to label the "non-sale parcel" (i.e., IRP- All figures have be_n condensed and have been changed significantly.

13W, IRP-13S, UST-268, IRP-16). "Non-Sale parcel" ._ no longer used.

16 _
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Response_u Comments _
Finding of Suitability to Transfer

Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, California

SPECIFICCOMMENTS RESPONSE

29 Figure 5, installation Restoration Program Sites 13E, 13S, 13W, and 16 .......

Please also show the contamination from IRP Sites 11, 12, MTBE plume All figures have been consolidated. IRP sites 11, 12, MTBE plume and the
and the mingled plumes, mingled plumes will be added to figure 4 - Installation Restoration

Program Sites 13E, 13S, 13W and 16. The title will be "Installation

Restoration Program Sites 13E (NFA), 13S, 13W and 16 (and adjacent
! properties)"

'r.,

Were the IRP site boundaries (surface and groundwater) taken from the . Yes, the IRP site boundaries were taken from the most current data
mostcurrentdataavailable? ' available.

t '1......

301' Figure6,UndergroundStorageTanksWithinParcel24

Please change the title to read, "Underground Storage Tanks Within a Because the figures l_ave all been consolidated, Figure 3 has the title of

Portion of Parcel 24". The entire parcel is not shown on this figure. "Buildings, former AOCs and UST/AST sites within a portion of Parcel 24

FOSL #3 refers to UST-47, not UST-47A as shown in this figure. Please The figure will be changed to UST-47.
make any necessary corrections.

31. Attachment 3, Hazardous Substances Notification Tabl e

Why does the "Hazardous Substances" column show "Unknown : These changes have been incorporated into the Attachment 3.
hazardous materials"? The Basewide EBS, Table F-l, shows "waste liquids _'

containing petroleum hydrocarbon compounds, PCBs and heavy metals'J

for both of the AOCs listed in this attachment. Please make any necessary i
changes.

The Petroleum Products Notification Table is listed as "Attachment 5" and This change has been incorporated.
should be listed as "Attachment 3". Please make the correction.

t

I
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Response to Comments

Finding of Suitability to Transfer
Marine Corps Air station Tustin, California

18 July 2002 Comments from: Ms. Patricia Harmon, Remedial ProjectManager, RWQCB, Santa Ana t_eg_on(Comments given verbally after_uly 18, 2002 BCT meeting)

SPECIFICCOMMENTS ' RESPONSE

1. Page 7, 7.0 Environmental Findings in CO Areas, Fifth Paragraph. Why Although UST 18A/B are clean, they are located in the same vicinity.
do we mention both UST-268 and UST-18A/B? What is the history of this Therefore, UST 18A/B can only be closed after UST 268 is determined to be
area? NFA.

2. Table 3 - Former UST/AST Sites Within Transfer Portion of Parcel 24. This change has been incorporated into the table.
Please change the title on pages 2 of 3 and 3 of 3 to be consistent with the
first page to read, "Former UST/AST Sites Within Transfer Portion of _'
Parcel 24".

3. Figure 6 - Please add the ASTs in green for NFA. The color of the two ASTs will be changed to green and they will be added
to the legend. Also, the title will be changed to read, "UST/AST within a
portion of Parcel 24".

18
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Response to Comments
Finding of Suitability to Transfer +

Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, California

25August2002Commentson DraftFinalFOSTfrom:Mr.JamesRicks,RemedialProjectManager,USEPA
GENERALCOMMENTS RESPONSE

1. In general, most of EPA's concerns have been answered save RTC Response addressed in Specific Comment #4.
number 7 (See discussion under Specific Comments- Number 4) which
addresses the (CERCLA), Section 120 (h)(3) covenant.

2. The subject draft final FOST document still does not present the : The Final Version has been rewritten to address the concerns mentioned.

supporting property transfer documentation in a manner that is clear A strikeout version will be sent you electronically to show the corrections
and coherent.The FOST's extensive discussionthat focuseson the and clarifications.

property that will be excluded overshadows and, at times, obfuscates the

discussion concerning the property the DON has concluded is '
"environmentally suitable to transfer by deed..." The point of departure

for the subject FOST should coherently and clearly focus primarily on
identifying candidate parcels for transfer and documenting the
environmental basis for suitability to transfer. Discussions relative to

property that will be excluded and the reasons for exclusion (viz., buffer

zones, on-going cleanup, further investigation) should be cogent and
coherent. In sum, the reader of any FOST should be able to readily

discern the basis for a decision to transfer (or not transfer) property.

From the DON's perspective and that of the BRAC Cleanup Team (BCT).
as well, the rationale for decision-making should be transparent to the
public.

3. The subject FOST's readability could also benefit from additional proof FOST 4 will receive an additional attention to detail in an extra proof-
reading and editorial review. For example, there are several ! reading review.

inconsistencies between text and tables (e.g., Section 8 "Use Restrictions Many of the figures h_ve been condensed into the same map to eliminate
and Notifications,") as well as replications in other sections of the
document (Figures 4 and 6 appear identical yet are given different titles) any future confusion:

withoutexplanations. + I

I



Response to Comments

Finding of Suitability to Transfer

Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, California

25 August 2002 Comments on Draft Final FOST from: Mr. James Ricks, Remedial Project Manager, US EPA
SPECIFIC COMMENTS RESPONSE

1. Pages 7. Section 7.0 "Environmental Findings in CO Areas," first and These two maps have been incorporated into one map instead of two. The
second full paragraphs. This section describes the environmental title of the map reads, "Buildings, AOCs, and UST/AST Sites Within a
condition of properties theare adjacent carved-out (CO) areas. Among Portion of Parcel 24.
these sites in these CO areas are several underground storage tanks
(USTs) and aboveground storage tanks (ASTs) which are depicted in
Figures 4 and 6. Although these figures are entitled "AOCs and "Underground and Aboveground Storage Tanks Within a Portion of
UST/AST Sites Within Transfer Portion of Parcel 24," and "Underground Parcel 24" depicts the USTs still under investigation (in red), which is
and Aboveground Storage Tanks Within a Portion of Parcel 24," located on an area not to be transferred. The other figure only shows USTs
respectively, they are identical in depiction. The DON should explain that have been approved for NFA (and can be transferred). However, due
this replication of figures, to the confusion, these maps are now in the same figure.

2. Page 7. Section 8.0 "Use Restrictions and Notifications." This section Table 5 and Table 8;have been changed to be consistent with each other.
describes the restrictions that will be imposed and listed in the deed due
to "environmental conditions that may warrant restrictions on certain'... "Petroleum Products" will be added to Table 8 in the same text box as
post-transfer use of the FOST." The text notes that Table 5 _ "Hazardous Substances" since they are both in section 8.5. PetroleumProducts do need to be notified for the USTs that have received NFA for
"Environmental Factors Considered-Transfer Portions of Parcel 24," the transfer section.'
identifies the environmental factors considered. In evaluating the use
restrictions and notifications section, EPA compared Table 5 with the In Table 5, Groundwater use/subsurface excavation will be changed from
information presented in Table 8 "Notification and Restrictions "Yes" to "No" for "Environmental Factors May Pose Restrictions or
Summary for Transfer Portion of Parcel 24." The Agency's review Require Notifications". Groundwater Use/Subsurface Excavation does
identified an inconsistency relative to "groundwater use/subsurface not have any notifications or restrictions since no VOC-contaminated
excavation." The DON needs to explain this inconsistency, groundwater plumes exist beneath the transfer portion of Parcel 24. (see

section 4.12 of FOSL 3)

1 i | [ l I [ I [ i I 1 [ ! l l _ [
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ResponsetoComments
Finding of Suitability to Transfer

Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, California

SPECIFICCOMMENTS RESPONSE

3. Page 11 and 12, Section 8.3.2.1. "Buildings Planned for Demolition .... " Thank you for this recommendation.
Building 17 and 41 and Building 17T. These sections describe the DON's

intent to essentially divide Building 17 into two segments. One part of However, more recent Groundwater data is available to use. The data that
the building will be restricted (located in the adjacent CO area) while the was used for the Draft Final FOST 4 was obtained from the Quarterly
other part (in the portion of Parcel 24 subject to this FOST) will be Groundwater Monitoring of Summer 2000. An updated representation of

unrestricted. The feasibility and the rational of this intended approach i the plume will be used from the Annual Groundwater Monitoring Report,
2001. With the plume not being 100 ft within Building 17, this buildingfor Building 17 by the DON appear to the EPA to be neither pragmatic

nor enforceable. In the absence of further explanation, the Agency does not require any restrictions. The restrictions will be deleted fromFOST 4.
recommends that the DON restrict the entire building.

4. RTC Number 7. CERCLA Section 120(h)(3)(A) Covenant- Additional The sentence, "A determination that no remedial action is required based

Remedial Action. The DON's response to EPA's comment is not on the review of appropriate environmental documentation related to the
acceptable. The FOST must include the standard covenant language that property to be transferred" will be deleted.
states that all necessary remedial action has been taken prior to transfer.

The section now reads, "The deed for transfer of parcels on which "anyThe DON's response that "A determination that no remedial action is

required based on the review of appropriate environmental hazardous substance, was,,stored for one year or more, known to have been
documentation related to the property to be transferred," seems to released, or d_sposed of... as a result of former activities conducted by the
contradict the information in Table 2 "Areas of Concern Within Transfer United States, will include a covenant warranting that all remedial action

Portion of Parcel 24." This table describes several soil removal remedial necessary to protect human health and the environment with respect to

response actions that have been taken by the DON. Therefore, the any hazardous substances remaining on the property has been taken
before the date of transfer made pursuant to CERCLA Section

120(h)(3)(A) covenant must be included in the FOST and as follows: 120(h)(3)(A)(ii)(II). The covenant will also warrant "that any additional

remedial action found to be necessary after the date of such transfer shall"A covenant warranting that all remedial action necessary to protect human
health and the environment with respect to any hazardous substances remaining be conducted by the United States." This covenant will apply to the
on the property has been taken before the date of transfer, and any additional portion of Parcel 24 considered in this FOST (see Hazardous Substance
remedial action found to be necessary after the date of such transfer shall be Notification Table in Attachment 3). This covenant will not apply to any
conducted by the United States." remedial action required on the property that is a result of an act or

omission of the transferee that causes a new release of hazardous

: _' substances."

!.



Response to Comments

• Finding of Suitability to Transfer
Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, California

22 August 2002 Comments on Draft Final FOST from: Ms. Jennifer Rich, Remedial Project Manager, DTSC & Mr. Bob Elliott, Staff Counsel, DTSC

GENERALCOMMENTS ' RESPONSE

1. As was discussed and agreed to in the August 6, 2002 conference call, As discussed previously, information explaining the reasons of not
please provide an explanation as to why there are no notifications in this including the unexploded ordnance, pesticides and prime/unique
FOST for unexploded ordnance, pesticides and prime/unique farmland, farmland in FOST will be attached to the end of these RTCs. The
This information was provided to the BRAC Cleanup Team (BCT) at a attachments will include figures.

meeting on July 18, 2002. However, since there were originally i•
notifications for unexploded ordnance, pesticides and prime/unique
farmland in FOSL #3 for Parcel 24, it is important to document, for the

record, why the notifications are not necessary for the portion of Parce!
24 considered in this FOST. By having the information in the RTCs (as _a i
response to DTSC's General Comment 2), which will be included as an
attachment to the final FOST, the information will be well documented in

the appropriate location.

In addition to notifications for unexploded ordnance, pesticides and
prime/unique farmland there was also a notification/restriction for In Table 5, Groundwater use/subsurface excavation will be changed from
groundwater use/subsurface excavation for Parcel 24 in FOSL #3. "Yes" to "No" for "Environmental Factors May Pose Restrictions or
Section 8 and Table 8 in FOST #4 do not contain notifications/restrictions Require Notifications".

for groundwater usesubsurface excavation, however, Table 5 shows _ Groundwater Use/Subsurface Excavation does not have any notifications
that groundwater use/subsurface excavation may pose restrictions or or restrictions since no VOC-contaminated groundwater plumes exist
require notification. Please explain the inconsistency. If the Navy does beneath the transfer portion of Parcel 24. (see section 4.12 of FOSL 3)
not intend to have a notification/restriction for groundwater
use/subsurface excavation for the portion of Parcel 24 considered in this
FOST, the Navy needs to explain, in the RTCs, why the
notification/restriction is no longer necessary.

2. Please ensure thai the Table of Contents in the Final FOST is consistent The Table of Contents will be consistent with the rest of the document.

with the rest of the document. Currently, there are errors in a few titles
and a page number.

, , , ,
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Response to Comments
Finding of Suitability to Transfer

Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, California

GENERAL COMMENTS RESPONSE

3. Currently, there are two figures (4 and 6) that show USTs and ASTs The two figures will be combined to be in the same figure.
within the transfer portion of Parcel 24. Is the duplication necessary?

4. Please correct the alignment and spacing errors throughout the The alignment and spacing will be corrected throughout the document.
document.

5. Please ensure consistency between Section 8, Table 5 and Table 8. Section 8, Table 5 and Table 8 will be consistent.

22 August 2002 Comments on Draft Final FOST from: Ms. Jennifer Rich, Remedial Project Manager, DTSC

SPECIFIC COMMENTS RESPONSE

1. Page iv, Acronyms/Abbreviations OPS is added on the acronyms page.
Please include "OPS" in the list. It is first used on page 5 of the
document.

F !

2. Page 8_Sec.tion 8.1 Notification - Polychlorinated Biphen¥1s ,

Paragraph 1, Line 5 - Please change to read, "transformers i The requested change has been incorporated into the document
contained less than 50 ppm of PCBs and were therefore left in

place."

Paraga'aph 1, Line 6 - Please begin a new paragraph starting with The requested change has been incorporated into the document.
"Fluorescent light fixtures..."

Paragraph 3, Line 7 - Please begin a new paragraph starting with "These paragraphs have been updated to show more accurate information

"One transformer on the transfer portion..." Also, please chang e regarding the PCB policies. The two paragraphs now read: "In 1996, a
"parcel 24" to "Parcel 24". i PCB transformer survey was conducted at MCAS Tustin (PWC 1996). Per

Paragraph 3, Line 9 Please change to read, "Parcel 24 that had federal regulations (40 Code of Federal Regulations 761.3), transformers

concentrations of PCBs at or less than 27 ppm are still present in with PCB concentrations less than 50 ppm are classified as non-PCB
transformers. However, equipment containing less than 50 ppm PCBs

the" may be subject to State hazardous waste laws at time of disposal.



Response tO Comments , :

Finding of Suitability to Transfer• J

Marine Corps Air Station Tustm, California

SPECIFIC COMMENTS RESPONSE

2. "Transformers within the transfer portion of Parcel 24 that have
(cont.) concentrations of PCBs less than 27 ppm are still present. These

transformers are considered non-PCB transformers under federal

regulations, however, the transferee must comply with applicable State
and local laws at the time of disposal."

3. Page 10, Section 8.3.1 Notifications - Asbestos-Containing Material '

Line 4 - Please delete the comma after "1988", then insert "and" The requested change has been incorporated into the document.
between "1988" and "December".

4. Pages 10 and 11, Section 8.3.1.1 Buildings Planned For Demolition Or "To

BeDetermined (TBD)" Therequested changehas been incorporated into the document

Please insert a space between "8.3.1.1" and "Buildings" in the title.

Building 3005T - The following should not be in boldface type: "was
built in 1990. No ACM surveys were ever performed." Please correct. The requested change has been incorporated into the document

5. Page 11, Section 8.3.1.2 Building Planned For Reuse

In the title, please insert a space between "Building" and "Planned". The requested change has been incorporated into the document

Last Line - Please delete the comma and insert "and" between "roofing" The requested change has been incorporated into the documentand "floor tiles".

! I ! l ! ! i ! l l ! l ! I ! ! ._ !
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Response to Comments
Finding of Suitability to Transfer

Marine Corps Air Station Tustin,'California

SPECIFIC COMMENTS ..... RESPONSE

.... 6. Pages 11 and 12, Section 8.3.2.1, Buildings Planned For Demolition Or ' .....
"To Be Determined (TBD)"

Paragraph 1, Line I ' Please insert "and" between "89" and "228". The requested change has been incorporated into the document

Paragraph 2, Line I -Please delete the hyphen before "Building" and

insert a hyphen between "41" and "Since". Please change "Building 17' The requested change has been incorporated into the document
and 41" to "Buildings 17 and 41".

Paragraph 3, Line I - Please change "Building 17T, 3005T" to "Buildings The requested change has been incorporated into the document
17T and 3005T'.

Paragraph 3, Line 5 - Please change "building is" to "buildings are". The requested change has been incorporated into the document

Paragraph 3, Line 6 - Please change "conduct an asbestos survey. This" !_

to "conduct asbestos surveys. These". The requested change has been incorporated into the document

i The requested change has been incorporated into the document
Paragraph 3' Line 7 - Please change "building" to "buildings".

i



Response to Comments

Finding of Suitability to Transfer

Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, California
i

SPECIFICCOMMENTS RESPONSE

7, Page 12, Section 8.3.2.2 Buildings Planned For Reuse

In the title, please change "Buildings" to "Building". i The requested change has been incorporated into the document
'r

Line I - Please change "these buildings" to "this building". '
_ The requested change has been incorporated into the document
i i

Line 4 - Please insert "ACM" between "FAD" and "is". The requested change has been incorporated into the document

Please place a period at the end of the last sentence. The requested change has been incorporated into the document

Please be sure to include, in the final FOST (text and tables), the

information from the resurvey and any restrictions for Building This information will be included.
247.

8. Page 13, Section 8.4 Notifications And Restrictions - Lead-Based Paint i

Line I - Please delete "construction or". The requested change has been incorporated into the document

9. Page 13, Section 8.4.1 Notifications - Lead-Based Paint

The requested change has been incorporated into the documentLine I - Please move "There" over to the left one space.

10. Pages 13 and 14 rSection 8.4.2.1 Nonresidential Buildings

The requested change has been incorporated into the document
Paragraph 2, Line 1 - Please include Building 3005T. According to Table
1, the Building was constructed in 1990.

11. Page 14_ Section 8.6 Covenant - Additional Remedial Action

LBP will be discussed in the unresolved comments.
Sentence 4 - DTSC does not agree with this statement due to potential

lead-based paint (LBP) issues
i

f I
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Response to Comments
Finding of Suitability to Transfer

Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, California

SPECIFIC COMMENTS RESPONSE

12. Table 1, Buildings Within Transfer Portion of Parcel 24

The tables will reflect that a portion of Building 17 is located in the transferPlease note, somewhere in the table, that only a portion of Building 17 is
within the transfer portion of Parcel 24. portion of Parcel 24.

Building 3005T - The proposed disposition is listed as "Reuse", however,

the rest of the document lists the proposed disposition as "demolition" or
"TBD". Please make the necessary correction(s).

Notes d, e, and f - Please list the appropriate references (i.e., (City of
Tuslin1998)).

13. Table 5, Environmental Factors Considered - Transfer Portion of Parcel
24

i

Please see General Comment #s 1 (groundwater use/subsurface In Table 5, Groundwater use/subsurface excavation will be changed from
excavation) and 5 above. , "Yes" to "No" for "Environmental Factors May Pose Restrictions or

, Require Nptifications'.

Groundwater Use/Subsurface Excavation does not have any notifications
or restrictions since no VOC-contaminated groundwater plumes exist
beneath the transfer portion of Parcel 24. (see section 4.12 of FOSL 3)

14. Table 6, Summary of PCB Transformer Survey and PCB Equipment
Inspection Results in Buildings Within Transfer Portion of Parcel 24

Building 3005T - The information listed is not consistent with the The requested change has been incorporated into the document
Basewide EBS. In order to make this table consistent with the Basewide

EBS, please change "NA" to "No" in the column labeled "PCB i

Equipment Inspection Performed" and change "No" to "NA" in the

column labeled "PCB.Containing Equipment Present".

9
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Response to Comments

Finding of Suitability to Transfer

Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, California

SPECIFIC COMMENTS RESPONSE

15. Table 7, Summary_ of ACM Survey Results in Buildings Within Transfer
Portion of Parcel 24

Note 3 - Please list the appropriate reference (i.e., (BNI 1999)). The requested change has been incorporated into the document

16. Table 8, Notifications and Restrictions Summary for Transfer Portion Of The RWQCB does not require risk-based standards for UST and AST site

Parcel 24 closures. All site investigations and remedial actions have been completed
for the sites that the RWQCB has concurred with the recommendations for

Please see Specific Comment #5 from DTSC letter to Navy dated July 22, closure per the California Code of Regulations. Therefore, no restrictions

2002 regarding notification for USTs/ASTs. are necessary.

The requested change has been incorporated into the documentPlease change the "Hazardous Substances" column to "Hazardous
Substances or Petroleum Products".

Please see General Comment #s I and 5 above. Please see response to General Comments I and 5.

Please see Specific Comment #24 (Building 17) below.
Please see response to Specific Comment #24.

i

17. .Figure 2, Transfer Property Location Map

In comparing this figure to Figure 2 in FOST #3, there appear to be some :

differences. Some of the buildings/structures that were shown on the Any areas in the Transfer Portion of Parcel 24 discussed in this FOST will

previous figure are no longer shown in this figure for FOST #4, for be darkened, including the mooring pads. FOST 3 figures were completed
example, the mooring pad associated with Parcels 23 and 24. Please ' by a different contractor and therefore have slightly different figures. The

explain the differences between the two figures and make any necessary differen4es will be corrected.
changes. There are also areas in the figure that are extremely light in
color and difficult to decipher. Please darken those areas.

10
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Response to Comments
" Finding of Suitability to Transfer

Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, California

SPECIFIC COMMENTS i RESPONSE

18. Figure 3, Buildings Within Transfer Portion of Parcel 24 :

Please change the color of IRP-13E from grey to purple. It should be i IRP-13E iwill be char_ged to purple in Figure 4.
shown in purple as a portion of Parcel 24 subject to this FOST. The
portion of IRP-13E that is located in Parcel 23 should be changed from

grey to yellow (FOST #3). IRP-13W, IRP-13S, UST-268 and IRP-16 should IRP-13W, IRP-13S, UST-268 and IRP-16 will be the same color.

be changed from peach to yellow/gold (FOSL#3). It is also unnecessary IRP-13W, IRP-13S, UST-268 and IRP-16 will be deleted from the new figure
to label the IRP, UST and AST sites in this figure. This figure is supposed 3, which shows the buildings, AOCs and UST/AST sites in one figure.
to be focusing on the buildings within the transfer portion of Parcel 24.

19. Figure 4, AOCs and UST/AST Sites Within Transfer Portion of Parcel 24

Please change the color of IRP-13E from grey to purple. It i
should be shown in purple as a portion of Parcel 24 subject to

this FOST. The portion of IRP-13E that is located in Parcel 23

should be changed from grey to yellow (FOST #3). IRP-13W,
IRP-13S, UST-268 and IRP-16 should be changed from peach to IRP-13W, IRP-13S, UST-268 and IRP-16 will be the same color.

yellow/gold (FOSL#3). It is also unnecessary to label the IRP
IRP-13W, IRP-13S, UST-268 and IRP-16 will be deleted from the new figure

sites in this figure. This figure is supposed to be focusing on the
3, which shows the buildings, AOCs and UST/AST sites in one figur e.

AOC and UST/AST sites within the transfer portion of Parcel 24.

In the legend, please insert "(NFA)" after "AREA OF CONCERN".
NFA will be added into the legend.

11
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Response to Comments

Finding of Suitability to Transfer

Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, California

SPECIFIC COMMENTS RESPONSE

20. Figure 5, Installation Restoration Program Sites 13E, 13S, 13W, and 16
(and adjacent property)

IRP-13W, IRP-13S, UST-268 and IRP-16 should be changed from peach to IRP-13W, IRP-13S, UST-268 and IRP-16 will be the same color.
yellow/gold (FOSL#3).

Please ensure that the groundwater plumes shown in this figure are The data that was used for the Draft Final FOST 4 was obtained from the

based on the most current data available. At the BCT meeting held on Quarterly Groundwater Monitoring of Summer 2000. An updated
August 13, 2002, a presentation was given (Draft 2001 Annual _ representation of the plumes will be used from the Annual Groundwater

Groundwater Monitoring Report Summary). We were told that the Monitoring Report, 2001. The corrected plumes include IRP-13S and IRP-

figures used for the presentation were based on the most current data 12. Recent data shows both plumes being smaller than shown in Figure 4.
available. The figures from the presentation are not consistent with this

f , 1

figure. Please explain and make the necessary changes.

Why does this figure show three groundwater plumes associated with Although only one plume is shown in the draft OU-4 FS, all three will be

IRP-13W? This is inconsistent with the OU-4 FFS (Figure 1-15). Please presented on the next draft. Therefore, all three plumes will remain in

explain and make the necessary changes. FOST 4. A mobile lab sampled the two smaller plumes to the East, but the
areas will continue to be under investigation.

21. Figure 6, Underground and Aboveground Storage Tanks Within a
Portion of Parcel 24

Please change the color of IRP-13E from grey to purple. It should be
IRP-13E will be changed to purple in Figure 3.

shown in purple as a portion of Parcel 24 subject to this FOST. The

portion of IRP-13E that is located in Parcel 23 should be changed from

grey to yellow (FOST #3). IRP-13W, IRP-13S, UST-268 and IRP-16 should IRP-13W, IRP-13S, UST-268 and IRP-16 will be the same color.
be changed from peach to yellow/gold (FOSL#3). It is also unnecessary

to label the IRP sites in this figure. This figure is supposed to be focusing IRP-13W, IRP-13S, UST-268 and IRP-16 will be deleted from the new figure
on the UST/AST sites within the transfer portion of Parcel 24. 3, which shows the buildings, AOCs and UST/AST sites in one figure.

L

12
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Response to Comments
Finding of Suitability to Transfer i

Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, California
f

SPECIFICCOMMENTS RESPONSE

22. Attachment 1_References

Page I - Please delete "H-LA. See Harding Lawson Associates." The requested change has been incorporated into the document

Page 2 - Please delete the 1995a reference for Navy Public Works Center

and move the 1996 reference into its place. The requested change has been incorporated into the document

23. Attachment 3, Hazardous Substances Notification Table The ahgnment will be corrected

Please correct the alignment.

24. Attachment 5, Comments/Response to Comments

22 July 2002 Comments from: Ms. Jennifer Rich, Remedial Project Manager,
DTSC - In this title, please also include "Mr. Bob Elliott, Staff Counsel, Bob Elliott, Staff counsel, DTSC will be included.

I DTSC"

The comments submitted by DTSC are not accurately reflected in this
attachment. Numerous typographical errors were made and need to be

corrected. The errors occur in the following comments: General These comments have been corrected.
Comment #'s 1, 2, 3, 7 and 8. Specific Comment #'s 2, 5, 6, 10, 12, 15 and
16. i

Response to General Comment # 3 - Please explain how the plumes have The plumes have been more completely defined by doing hydropunch

been more "completely defined" since FOSL #3. To our knowledge, i samples iwith a mobile lab in 1997. A certified lab did not vahdate these
there has been no recent work performed in conjunction with IRP-13W. plumes since they were considered to be field samples. However, these

Whether or not there should be an indoor air notification/restriction for areas will be under further investigation during and will be included in
Buildings 228 and 3005T, should be based on the most recent soil and future versions of the OU-4 FS. Therefore, they will remain in this FOST.
groundwater data available (i.e., OU-4 Draft FFS). A more accurate

explanation should be provided for why Buildings 228 and 3005T were
restricted for indoor air in FOSL #3, yet are not restricted in this FOST.

13



Response to Comments

Finding of Suitability to Transfer

Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, California

SPECIFIC COMMENTS RESPONSE

24. With regard to Building 17 (slated for demohtion), the Navy's response is The data that was used for the Draft Final FOST 4 was obtained from the

(con 0 that the portion of Building 17 in the CO area (western portion) will be Quarterly GroundWater Monitoring of Summer 2000. An updated
restricted, but the portion of Building 17 in the transfer area (eastern _ representation of the plume will be used from the Annual Groundwater
portion) will not be restricted. Based on Figure 5, DTSC agrees that the Monitoring Report, 2001.

portion of Building 17 in the CO area (western portion) should be Since the plume is not within 100 ft of building 17, it does not need to be
restricted because it is within 100 feet of a VOC groundwater restricted for indoor air quality. Therefore the entire building will not be
contamination plume. Since Building 17 was not originally restricted restricted in both the transfer area and the lease area for indoor air quality.
due to indoor air in FOSL #3, how will the Navy rectify this problem?

DTSC does not, however, agree that the portion of Building 17 in the
transfer area (eastern portion) should be unrestricted. It does not make

sense to have half of a building restricted (lease portion) and the other
half not restricted (transfer portion), especially when the restriction is

dealing with indoor air. It would have made much more sense to keep
the entire building in FOSL #3. Please explain.

Response to General Comment #5 - Please see Response to General See response to General Comment #8 below.Comment #8 below.

Response to General Comment #6 - The Navy states that changes will not Because these responses have already been published and distributed, the
be made because FOST #4 supercedes FOSL #3, however, this only previous response will stay the same. This response shall supercede the
applies to the portion of Parcel 24 considered in FOST #4 (see Section 1.0) last with a response of "At the time the FOSL #3 was being finalized, the

and does not apply to Parcel 23. Please revise the initial response, boundaries of the parcels were not surveyed. IRP-13E does include a

slight portion of Parcel 23 that was not noticeable in the FOSL 3, Figure 6.
, The extension is noticeable in the detailed map (figure 5) in this FOST 4."

14
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_ Response to +Comments \
Finding of Suitability to Transfer

Marine Corps Air Stahon Tustin, California

SPECIFIC COMMENTS RESPONSE

24. Response to General Comment #7 - Please see Response to General Building 17 is not resixicted for indoor air quality issues. Please see
(cont) Comment#3 above, responseto generalcomment#3.

Response to General Comment #8 - DTSC •isnot satisfied with the Navy's These sections have been rewritten to exclude CO areas.
response to our comment. Per Our discussions on August 6_ and 8%
DTSC will continue to withhold comment on Sections 1.0, 2.1, 5.0, 6.0, 7.0

and 9.0. The Navy has committed to provide DTSC with re-writes of
these sections and DTSC will review and comment on these sections as

they become available. DTSC will continue to work with the Navy to
resolve any outstanding issues.

i

The necessary corrections will be made throughout the document.Response to General Comment #10 - The term "former" is still not

consistently used throughout the document when referring to AOCs.
Please make the necessary corrections.

Response to General Comment #12 - There are still two places where the The necessary corrections will be made.
term "structure" needs to be deleted (See Page 9, Section 8.3)

25. Attachment 6, Unresolved Comments

Prior to finalization of FOST #4 DTSC and Navy need to discuss which A copy of the unresolved comments will be forwarded to you prior to
comments will be included in this attachment, finalization.

15



i

Response to Comments

Finding of Suitability to Transfer
Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, California

21 August 2002 Comments on Draft Final FOST from: Mr. Dana Ogdon, Program Manager, City of Tustin

GENERAL COMMENTS RESPONSE

1. Page 8, Section 8.1 - The section states that transformers with PCB The PCBs located on the transfer portion of Parcel 24 are not considered to
concentrations less than 50 ppm are classified as "non-PCB containing be waste since they are still be used for their intended purpose. State
transformers" under federal regulations. PCB containing transformers regulations only apply to PCBs if they are considered to be waste. Section
that are still located within Parcel 24 are noted to contain less than 27 8.1, second to last paragraph in this FOST reads, "In 1996, a PCB
ppm, a level obviously below the federal standard. The section does not transformer survey was conducted at MCAS Tustin (PWC 1996). Per
identify a State of California standard for PCB contamination. Prior to federal regulations (40 Code of Federal Regulations 761.3), transformers
completion of the Finding of Suitability to Transfer (FOST) document, the with PCB concentrations less than 50 ppm are classified as non-PCB
Navy must conclude that the site is suitable for residential reuse under transformers. However, equipment containing less than 50 ppm PCBs
State of California standards for PCB contamination, may be subject to State hazardous waste laws at time of disposal."

2. Page 12, Section 8.3.2.2 - The section indicates that an Asbestos survey is The results were faxed to you on 09/09/02.
planned to be conducted for building 247 in August 2002. Please provide
a copy of the results of this survey to the City of Tustin for review and
comment prior to the completion of this Finding of Suitability to Transfer
(FOST) document and incorporate the findings into the document.

16
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Response to Comments
Finding of Suitability to Transfer

Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, California

23 September 2002 Comments on Pre-Final FOST from: Mr. James Ricks, Remedial Project Manager, US EPA
GENERAL COMMENTS RESPONSE

1. The EPA has completed its review of the subject pre-final FOST. The Thank you for your response.

Agency has determined that the Department of the Navy (DON) has
adequately responded to EPA's previously identified concerns and

issues. The Agency's review was based, in part, upon the DON's

Response to Comments (RTCs)on the draft final version of the subject
FOST and a BCT teleconference held on 20 September 2002. Previous

Agency review comments substantively focused on two areas of concern:
1) the DON's intended approach for implementation of restrictions for

Building 17 and; 2) the DON's approach for addressing the standard

covenant language for provisions of the Comprehensive Environmental
Response Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA), Section 120 (h)(3).

In response to a request from the EPA and the State of California

Environmental Protection Agency (CAL EPA), Department of Toxic
Substances Control (DTSC), the DON convened a teleconference to _ i

discuss the regulatory agencies' concerns relative to Building 17. As a J

result of the teleconference, the DON provided information to the

regulators that provided assurances that the use restrictions for Building
17 would be implemented, monitored, reported and enforced during the

critical period of post-transfer and pre-demolition occupancy. These
assurances include development guidelines from the City of Tustin

restricting their use due to the demolition of the structures.

In addition, EPA's review of the DON's response to the Agency's i
comment relative to the standard covenant language for CERCLA 120 (h)

(3) was substantively adequate for the purpose of the subject FOST.
Although, EPA's review comments were not as extensive as those

submitted by the DTSC, the Agency does note shared concerns as
expressed during the aforementioned 19 September 2002 BCT

teleconference.TheAgencyanticipatesthat theBCTwillwork
cooperatively to resolve any and all residual issues.

1



Response to Comments

Finding of Suitability to Transfer

Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, California

I

24 September'2002 Comments on Pre-Final FOST from: Ms. Jennifer Rich, Remedial Project Manager, DTSC

GENERAL cO_vIMENTS RESPONSE

1. DTSC would very much appreciate the Navy taking time to do a more i The Navy apologizes for any errors that may have been in this FOST. In

thorough review of the document (proof reading and editorial review) the future, the Navy will take more time to do a through review before
prior to forwarding to the regulators for review. Not only have we sending out to the regulators for review. However, to accomplish this, we
reviewed a draft, draft-final and pre-final, but DTSC has also reviewed must go back to using the previous procedure of allowing the BCT to
revised text sent out after the draft-final was submitted. While the review the RTCs as a stand-alone document, rather than the RTCs AND a

process of finalizing this FOST and previous FOSTs and FOSLs has been hard copy of the FOST as a package. Supplying the hard copy of the FOST
frustrating, we appreciate the Navy's willingness to work with DTSC and or FOSL along with the RTCs for each review was agreed upon by the BCT
the rest of the BCT to produce quality documents, after receiving this request for easier review purposes. However, this is

not standard procedure. The absence of assembling the hard copies for
BCT review will allow the Navy more time to do a through proof-reading

review. Also, the pre-final was given as a courtesy to the BCT for review.

In future documents, any revised text will be avoided after the draft-final
version has been reviewed.

2. When the word "section" follows the word "CERCLA," it should not be The requested change will be incorporated throughout the document.

capitalized. Please make the necessary changes throughout the
document.

i

3. The hyphen symbol "-" should be used or not used with consistency The hyphen will be used consistency throughout the document and will be
throughout the text, figures, and tables (e.g., IRP-13 and UST-18). At this incorporated.

point that still is not the case.

2
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_" Response to Comments

Finding of Suitability to Transfer
Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, California

24 September 2002 Comments on Draft Final FOST from: Ms. Jennifer Rich, Remedial Project Manager, DTSC

SPECIFICCOMMENTS RESPONSE

1. Page I, Table of Contents
Section 7.0 - In order to be accurate and consistent with Section 7.0 in the

This request has been incorporated into the document.
body of the document, please delete "Within Parcel 24". ..

Section 8.3.2.2 - In order to be accurate and consistent with Section 8.3._.2 This requ_est has been incorporated into the document.
in the body of the document, please make "Buildings" singular.

P
J

2. Page 1, Section 1.0 Purpose

Paragraph 2, Line 3 - Please insert a space after "Lease" and a space after
"(CO)" This request has been incorporated into the document.

Paragraph 4, Last Sentence - DTSC does not agree with the following

statement due to potential releases of lead from lead-based paint (LBP): The Navy understands this and will put this as an unresolved Comment
"All environmental factors on the portion of Parcel 24 of this FOST havh regarding LBP.
been found suitable for residential use."

3. Pages. .2and 3, Section 2.1 Parcel 24 (Portion)

IRP Site -13E should briefly be discussed is this section along with the The following sentence was added to the end of the third paragraph:"Some of the former AOCs mentioned make up the former IRP-13E site
other AOCs, USTs and ASTs that have received regulatory concurrence discussed in more detail in Section 6.0."
for NFA. (This comment was previously made in afax sent to the Navy on 8-
29-02).

3



Response to Comment_

Finding of Suitability to Transfer

Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, Califorrfia

SPECIFICCOMMENTS RESPONSE "

4. Page 5, Section 6.0 Environmental Findings

Paragraph 3, Line I - Please change "parcel" to "Parcel." The requested change has been incorporated into the document

Paragraph 3, Line 4 - Please change "chemical" to "chemicals." 4
The requested change has been incorporated into the document

Paragraph 3, Last Sentence - The reference cited for the ROD/RAP, This information was taken from the EBS, however, the reference for the

"(BNI 2001)," is incorrect. (BNI 2001) is the reference for the Final OU-2 ROD was incorporated into the document.
Basewide Environmental Baseline Survey. Please cite the correct
reference for the ROD/RAP and include the reference in Attachment 1.

Paragraph 4, Line I - Is the term "former" used correctly in this sentence
The term former was deleted from the appropriate locations.for AOCs and USTs? Not all of the AOC and UST sites located on the

adjacent properties have received NFA.

5. Page_ 5, Section 7.0 Environmental Findings in Adjacent Properties _

The requested change has been incorporated into the document 'Paragraph 1, Lines 4 and 5 - Please change to read, "are associated with

IRP, AOC and UST sites. These sites are not included within the portion i
of Parcel 24 that is the subject of this FOST. These sites include".

4
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Response_toComments
Finding of Suitability to Transfer

Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, California

SPECIFICCOMMENTS _. RESPONSE

6. Pages 6 and 7t Section 7.1 Environmental Findings in Adjacent Properties

WithinParcel24 _ i

Paragraph 1, Bullet Item I - Please change to read, "IRP-13S." IRP was The requested change has been incorporated into the document
previously spelled out on page 4.

Paragraph 2, Sentence I - Please change to read, "Summary information The requested change has been incorporated into the document

is provided below for the IRP and UST sites mentioned above."

Paragraph 3, Line 2 - Please insert "the" between "on" and "northern." The requested change has been incorporated into the document

Yes, MAE-04, TOW-X7, ST-15 and ST-14 A, B, and C are part of IRP-13W.

Paragraph 4 - Aren't the following AOCs associated with IRP-13W: _ The following sentence was included, "The IRP-13W site contains AOCs:
MAE-04, TOW-X7, ST-15 and ST-14 A, B, C? If so, please briefly discuss MAE-04, ST-14A/B/C, ST-15, and TOW-X7. MAE-04, ST-14 (A-C), ST-15
them in this paragraph. (This comment was previously made in afax sent to and TOW-X7 were demolished and removed as part of the removal
the Navy on 8-29-02). action." The detailed information can be found in FOSL 3 as stated in the

second paragraph.

Paragraph 4, Last Sentence - According to the Draft Final SMP the OU-4
focused FS report is scheduled for completion in 2004, not 2005. Rather The date of 2005 was obtained from the recent data obtained up to date.

than put in a completion date for the OU-4 focused FS, wouldn't it make However, this date is not in the SMP, therefore the sentence now reads,"Remedial alternatives for contaminated groundwater are being evaluated
more sense to simply put thatthe report is being prepared. Please
correct. (This comment was previously made in afax sent to the Navy on 8-29- in the OU-4 focused FS report (BNI 2000)."
02).

I Paragraph 5, Sentence 2 - Please change to read, "LRP-16 originally This sentence will not be added since we do not have the acreages in any
consisted of three subsections: IRP-16A, IRP-16B and IRP-16C, which, documents since no surveys were done at time of operation.

encompassed (pleasefiU in number) acres." Then explain that IRP-16A The sentence, "IRP'16A emd IRP-16C were both taken out of the IRP

and 16C were removed from the IRP under the CERCLA petroleum program under the'CERCLA Petroleum Exclusion Act since they
exclusion clause and addressed under the Santa Ana RWQCB Petroleiim contained petroleum-contaminated soft, therefore, it was determined that
Corrective Action Program. _ the Sant_ Ana RWQCB had oversight of IRP-16A/C under the Petroleum

Corrective Action P.rogram. "

-, __ _



Response to Comments

Finding of Suitability to Transfer

Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, California

SPECIFIC COMMENTS RESPONSE

6. Paragraph 5, Sentences 3, 4 and 5 - Please change to read, "IRP-16A Although the information requested is from the EBS. The number of USTs
(cont.) consisted of 39 USTs (UST-22A through 22M) and received NFA (39) appears to be a mistake. The sentence has been changed to read:

concurrence in March 1997 (See letter in Attachment 2). IRP-16C "IRP-16A consisted of 13 USTs (UST-22A through 22M) and received NFA
consisted of AST-169 and AST-170; both received NFA concurrence in concurrence in March 1997 (See letter in Attachment 2). IRP-16C consisted

September 2000 (See letter in Attachment 2)." of AST-169 and AST-170; both received NFA concurrence in September
2000 (See letter in Attachment 2)."

Paragraph 5, Sentence 7 - Please change to read, "IRP-16B is what is

currently being referred to as IRP-16 in this FOST." The requested change has been incorporated into the document

Paragraph 5, Last Sentence - Please delete (previously stated at the

beginning of Section 7.0). The requested change has been incorporated into the documenti

Paragraph 5 or 6 (whichever is appropriate) - Please explain that the .!"

northeast portion of IRP-16B (petroleum hydrocarbon only The following sentence has been included: "IRP-16B is a hydrocarbon and

contamination) was removed from the IRP and transferred to the i VOC coptaminated site that is recommended for NFA. The hydrocarbon
California Petroleum Release Program. An action was taken and portion of IRP-16B received NFA in October 1997 by the RWQCB (See

subsequently the RWQCB issued a closure letter to the Navy. The letter in Attachment 2)."

closure letter should be included in Attachment 2. (The latter part of this The NFA letter for IRP-16B dated October 6, 1997 will be included into the
comment was previously made in ajax sent to the Navy on 8-28-02). Attachment 2.

Paragraph 6, Line 4 - FOSL 3, page 10 states that 85,000 tons were This information is not appropriate to incorporate into the FOST, and will
excavated and treated. Please explain the discrepancy. (This comment not be included. The comments from the fax were not incorporated into a

was previously made in afax sent to the Navy on 8-29-02). separate set of RTCs. However, the explanation follows:

i The 85,000 tons of soil that were excavated and treated were from the
entire IRP-16 site (IRP-16A, B and C). Paragraph 6 is describing the

portion of IRP-16 (IRP-16B) not included in this FOST. The approximate
6,000 tons of soil mentioned in this paragraph is only describing IRP-16B

contained in the adjacent property and FOSL 3.

Paragraph 6 - In this paragraph, please distinguish between the northeast
portion of IRP-16B and the rest of 16B when discussing the activities that This extent of detail will not be added into this FOST since it is within the

havetakenplace, carve-outarea.

6 i
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Response _ to Comments

Finding of Suitability to Transfer

Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, California

SPECIFICCOMMENTS RESPONSE

6. Paragraph 6, Last Sentence - Please delete and replace with the following The requested change has been incorporated into _e document

(cont.) sentence, "IRp-16 is currently under evaluation as part of the ongoing
focused FS for OU-4." (This comment was previously made in afax sent to
theNavy on 8-29-02).

i The requested change has been incorporated into the document
Paragraphs 7 and 8 - Please change to read, "UST-268, which is

approximately 2 acres, is located in the southern portion of Parcel 24
(Figure 4). UST-268 was a base fuel filling station primarily utilized for

government vehicles. Prior to 1991, the site contained UST-18A and
UST-18B. These were 1,000 gallon steel gasoline USTs that were installed
in 1943. UST-18A and B were removed by the base before 1991. In 1984,

the base replaced UST-18A/B with UST-268 and a new fuel delivery
system. UST-268 was a 4,500-gallon fiberglass gasoline tank. UST-268

was removed in December 1998. Between 1998 and 2000 approximately
20,800 tons of contaminated soil was removed and treated onsite. Soil

and groundwater evaluation at UST-268 is ongoing. A Draft Final Work
Plan is currently under regulatory review." (A portion of this comment was
previously made in a fax sent to the Navy on 8-29-02).

b

7. Page 71Section 7.2 Environmental Findings in Adjacent Properties
Surrounding Parcel 24

Please delete "(FOSL 3)" at the end of each bullet item. It _s unnecessary The requested change has been incorporated into the document.

because the first sentence following the bullet items explains that further
information about the sites is provided in FOSL 3.

Bullet Item 4 - It is our understanding that AOC Sites MAE-04, TOW-X7, The following sentence was added to the fourth paragraph of section 7.1,
ST-15, and ST-14A/B/C are part of IRP-13W (within Parcel 24). Please "The IRP-13W site contains AOCs: MAE-04, ST-14A/B/C, ST-15, and

see FOSL 3, Figure 4. If the AOCs are in Parcel 24, then they should be TOW-X7. MAE-04, ST-14 (A-C), ST-15 and TOW-X7 were demolished and

discussed in Section 7.1. Please make the necessary changes, removed as part of the removal action."

Please change "FOST 3" to "FOSL 3".
The requested change has been incorporated into the document.
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Response to Comments

Finding of Suitability to Transfer
Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, California

SPECIFIC COMMENTS _ _ RESPONSE

•8. Page 8rSection 8 Use Restrictions and Notifications

Paragraph 2 - Please update with current information (regarding DATE has been deleted from the sentence.
"DTSC's DATE letter").

9. Page 13, Section 8.4 Notifications and Restrictions - Lead-Based Paint

Nonresidential Buildings, Paragraph 2 - Per the conference call on
September 20, 2002 between the DON, DTSC and USEPA, please delete
the following sentence: "Buildings which are scheduled for demolitioff
may be occupied on an interim basis if the transferee conducts the The requested change has been incorporated into the document.
necessary LBP surveys and abatement in accordance with all local, state,
and federal requirements (DoD 1999)."

10. Page 15, Section 8.6 Covenant - Additional Remedial Action

This paragraph initially dealt with only one covenant. The covenant
warranting that any additional remedial action found to be necessary The title of the section now reads, "Covenants-Remedial Actions"
after the date of transfer shall be conducted by the United States. The
paragraph now discusses an additional covenant, which warrants that all
remedial action necessary to protect human health and the environment

with respect to any hazardous substances remaining on the property has
been taken before the date of transfer. Please change the section heading
to reflect the change in the paragraph, which now includes both
covenants. Also, DTSC is unable to determine, without site-specific data,
whether the Navy has met the covenant warranting that all remedial
actions have been taken at the transfer portion of Parcel 24 with respect
to potential releases of lead from LBP.

r

I
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Responseto Comments
Finding of Suitability to Transfer

Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, California

SPECIFICCOMMENTS RESPONSE

10. Line 7 - The correct CERCLA citation is: section 120(h)(3)(A)(ii)(I). Please The requested change has been incorporated into the document.
(Cont) make the change.

Please delete the second set of quotation marks in the paragraph. They The requested change has been incorporated into the document.
are unnecessary.

Line 9 - Please insert "CERCLA section 120(h)(3)(A)(ii)(II)" after "United The requested change has been incorporated into the document.
States."

H. Page 15, Section 9.0 Finding of Suitabiliw
_

The sentence was changed from "portion OfParcel 24 considered in this
Line 3 - Please change to read, "portion of Parcel 24 that is the subject of FOST, is suitable for' transfer by deed for" to "portion of Parcel 24 that is
this FOST, is suitable for transfer by deed for". (This comment was

, the subject of this FOST, is suitable for transfer by deed for".previously made in ajax Sent to the Navy on 8-29-02).
i I
i

Line 5 - Please change "The parcels" to "The parcel (portion)". (This
comment was previously made in afax sent to the Navy on 8-29-02). "The parcels" was changed to "The parcel (portion)"

DTSC does not concur with the Navy's finding of suitability due to _ DON understands that the LBP comments will be an unresolved comment
potential releases of lead from LBP. (This comment was previously made in

ajax serit to the Navy on 8-29-02). regarding LBP. .

12. Table 2r Former Areas of Concern Within Transfer Portion of Parcel 24 The reference on Table 2 was changed to (DoD 1996).

and Table 3, Former UST/AST Sites Within Transfer Portion of
Parcel24 i Yes,the referencesfor Table4 (DoD1996- BRACCleanup Plan

Guidebook. July.) and for Table 7 (BNI 2001 - Final Basewide

Note c - Why doesn't this match the reference in Attachment 1? Please Environmental Baseline Survey, Marine Corps Air Facility Tustin, CA.

make any necessary corrections. Also, are the references correct to Table Prepared for Southwest Division Naval Facilities Engineering Command.March. Table B3), and (BN11999 - Final Building Summary Report Marine

4 and Table 7, respectively? i Corps Air Facility Tustin, California. Prepared for Southwest Division
NavalFacilitiesEngineeringCommand. May.)are correct.
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Response to Comments

Finding of Suitability to Transfer

Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, California

SPECIFIC COMMENTS RESPONSE

13. Figure 4, Installation Restoration Program Sites 13E iNFA), 13S, 13W,

and 16 (and Adjacent Properties) The requested change has been incorporated into the Figure.
i

Please insert "proposed" prior to "institutional controls".

14. Attachment 1, References _.

There are several references listed in Attachment I that don't appear in.
the document (e.g., BNI 1996a, BN11997B, and DON 2001a). If these , The references have been corrected.

_references are not listed in the document, please delete. _

f

15. Attachment 3, Hazardous Substances Notification Table and Petroleum
Products Notification Table

To provide consistency throughout the document, please delete the The CO Area column has been deleted.
Carve-Out Area column.

10
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Response to Comments
Finding of Suitability to Transfer

Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, California

.... SPECIFIC COMMENTS RESPONSE ....

16. Attachment 5, comments/Response to Comments

22 August 2002 Comments on Draft Final FOST from: Ms. Jennifer Rich,

Remedial Project Manager, DTSC - In this title, please also include "Mr. Bob Mr. Bob Elliott was added to the title of the August 2002 Comments.
Elliott, Staff Counsel, DTSC'.

Response to General Comment #1 - The information was not attached to This information will be included in the Final FOST.

the end of the RTCs, rather it was handed out to the BCT at a meeting on
9-12-02. Please include this information in the Final FOST.

i

Response to Specific Comment #2 - The requested changes for Paragraph
1, Line 5; Paragraph 3, Line 7; and Paragraph 3, Line 9 were not The text was changed from "transformers contained less than 50 ppm of

incorporated into the document as stated. Please make the corrections. PCB and were therefore left in place." to "transformers contained less than
50 ppm of PCBs an d were therefore left in place."

Response to Specific Comment #3 - The Navy states that the requested The sentence now r6ads, "The survey results are presented in reports

change was incorporated into the document, however, the change was dated December 1988, December 1991 and August 2002" since the ACM
not made because more recent data was inserted. _ survey Was completed after the comment was made.

Response to Specific Comment #6 - The requested change for Paragraph The text was changed from "to conduct an asbestos survey. These" to
3, Line 6 was not incorporated into the document as stated. Please make "conduct asbestos surveys. These"
the correction.

Because the building 247 was completed for an ACM survey in Aug 2002,Response to Specific Comment #7 - The requested change for Line 4 was
after the previous comments, the paragraph now reads, "Building 247-not incorporated into the document, rather, the text was deleted. The
No FAD ACM was found in this building. A survey was originally

requested change to have the resurvey information for Building 247
included in text and table was only included in the text. Please includ e performed in 1991. Because the survey was performed prior to 1996, DON
the information in Table 7. • resurveyed Building 247 in August 2002. No FAD ACM was found in this

building during the 2002 survey and therefore will not be restricted from

•occupancy."Table7hasbeen updated to showthe 2002survey.

The notes are changed to "a Ultimate Parcel Use - Reuse Plan, Figure 2

Response to Specific Comment #12 - The Navy did not respond to the (City of Tustin 1998) eYear Built for Building 3005T - Reuse Plan,
requested changes regarding Building 3005T and Notes d, e, and f. Appendix C (City of Tustin 1998) fPrior Use, Year Built, Total Area - Final

Please respond to DTSC's comments and make the appropriate changes Building Summary, MCAF Tustin, CA (BNI 1999)"
to the text.

11



Response to Comments

Finding of Suitability to Transfer

Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, California

SPECIFIC COMMENTS RESPONSE

16. Response to Specific Comment #20 - Figure 4 does still not accurately This figure will be included into the Final FOST.
(cont.) reflect some of the groundwater plumes, however, an updated Figure 4

was given out at the 9-12-02 BCT meeting. Please be sure to include the
new figure in the Final FOST.

Response to Specific Comment #23 - The requested change was not made

in the document as stated. However, to provide consistency throughout The Carve-Out Area column was deleted.
the document, please delete the Carve-Out Area column, which will iit
turn take care of the alignment problem (See Specific Comment #16 i'
above).

GC#1 h+ts been changed from, "On numerous pages with FOST #4 the
Response to Specific Comment #24 - The requested change regarding Mr.

footers were incorrect. Please make the necessary corrections." to "OnBob Elliott was not made in the document as stated. Please make the
numerous pages within FOST #4 the footers are incorrect. Please make the

correction. The requested changes regarding comments submitted by necessary corrections."DTSC were not corrected as stated for General Comment #'s 1, 2, 3, and 8

and Specific Comment #'s 2, 5, 6, 10, and 12. Please make the corrections. GC#2 "If the notification is not applicable to the transfer portion of Parcel
Although DTSC agrees that Buildings 228 and 3005T do not require 24, then at a minimum, and explanation should be given as to why the
restrictions for indoor air, the Navy's response does not accurately notification is not application to this FOST." to "If the notifications are not
address DTSC's comment, applicable to the transfer portion of Parcel 24, then at a minimum, an

explanation should be given as to why the notification is not applicable to
t

this FOST."

GC#3 ".... If this is the case, why weren't the indoor air quality
• restrictions (as outlined in FOSL #3) applied to building 17 as well?" to ".

• If this is the case, why weren't the indoor air quality restrictions (as

outlined in FOSL #3) applied to Building 17 as well?"

.. GC#8 "This will require a withhold any further comment on Sections 1.0.
2.1, 5.0, 6.0, 7.0 and 9.0 until the draft final is issued for our review." to

"This will require a.substantial re-write of various sections of this

document. Therefore, DTSC will withhold any further comment on
' Sections !1.0.2.1, 5.0, 6.0, 7.0 and 9.0 until the draft final is issued for our

review."

12
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Response to Comments
Finding of Suitability to Trailsfer

Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, ,California

SPECIFIC COMMENTS RESPONSE
#2 .....16. SC - lne alignment needs adjusting." to "The alignment needs

(cont.) adjusting. Please correct."
i I

SC #5 - "..., DTSC would like a notification in the deed to inform future

landowners of the cleanup criteria used at these sites." to ", DTSC would

like a notification in the deed to inform future land owners of the cleanup
criteria used at these sites."

SC #6 - No corrections are needed.

" _ .... Sentences _ through 4 "SC #10 - ...Sentences _ through 4 -... to

SC #12 - No corrections needed.

Buildings 228 and 3005T are not within 100ft of either plume from IRP-
13W, therefore an indoor air restriction is not needed.

17. Ad_fional information of unexploded ordnance , pesticides and
prime/unique farmland NOT on transfer portion of Parcel 24.

(Provided at the 9-12-02 BCT meeting)

Unexploded ordnance figure - this figure is missing important Two figures will be included in the attachments. One showing the entire
information (see right side of figure). It appears that the legend and

some other information were lost in the copying process. Please provide figure, and one that was originally given to the BCT to show the details.
the figure in its entirety.

13
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Response to Comments

Finding of Suitability to Transfer

Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, California

SPECIFICCOMMENTS RESPONSE

18. Attachment 6, Unresolved Commen_

Although Attachment 6 was absent from the Pre-Final FOST, Melanie
Kito sent an emafl on September 10, 2002 which included draft
unresolved comments. DTSC's comments on that draft are as follows:

#1should be deleted. ' - #1has been deleted.

#2, Paragraph 2, Line 5 - Please change "RWQCB use - "RWQCB use water" has been changed to "RWQCB uses water".

water" to "RWQCB uses water". - "not protective to human health" has been changed to "not protective
#2, Paragraph 3, Line 3 - Please change "not protective to of human health".
human health" to "not protective of human health".
#3 is fine as is. - GC #14 from DTSC's July 22, 2002 letter will be included in the

Please include General Comment #14 from DTSC's July unresolved comments.
22, 2002 letter.

Some additional unresolved comments may come out of
this comment letter dated September 24, 2002 (e.g., the

second part of Specific Comment #2, the first part of

Specific Comment #10, and the third part of Specific
Comment #11). DTSC and the Navy will need to have a

discussion once the Navy has completed their responses
to DTSC's latest comments.

14
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i, .._ Additional information of unexploded ordnance, pesticides and
prime/unique farmland NOT on transfer portion of Parcel 24.

Unexploded Ordnance

_-- Plate No. 3 from the Ordnance Work Plan shows the areas where former skeet a_d pistol ranges were

located. Skeet Range 2 was closest to the transfer portion of Parcel 24, but not within the area for this
FOST. The transfer portion of Parcel 24 is outlined to the left of Skeet Range 2. No notifications of

,.., unexploded ordnance is needed for this FOST.

1998. Draft Archives Search Report, Range Identification/Preliminary Range Assessement. MCAS
i Tustin. February

Pesticides

L., Figure AI-1 from the Pesticides Work Plan shows the areas where pesticides were used on the agricultural
areas on the former MCAS Tnstin. The figure clearly shows that the transfer portion of Parcel 24 is not in
the designated Agricultural area where pesticides were used. The transfer portion of Parcel 24 is outlined
to the left of the Agricultural area. No notifications of pesticides is needed for this FOST.

1996. Draft Final Pesticides (and Associated Metals) Investigation Report, Marine Corps Air Station
Tustin, CA. Prepared for Southwest Division Naval Facilities Engineering Command. July

Prime]Unique Farmland

_w, Figure 3.8 from the MCAS Tustin EIR/EIR shows the area considered to be Prime Farmland. Tl_e _
definition of Prime Farmland is land with the best combination of physicaI and chemical features for the
production of agricultural crops. The figure shows that the transfer portion of Parcel 24 is not in the

,,, designated Prime Famaland area. The transfer portion of Parcel 24 is outlined to the teft of the Prime
Farmland area. No notification of Prime Farmland is needed for this FOST.

i 1999. Natural Resource Conservation Services, California Department of Conservation Farmland
_,, Mapping and Monitoring Program.

i
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Unresolved Comments

Finding of Suitability to Transfer
Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, California

California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) United States Department of the Navy (DON)
1. Because the RWQCB uses other, than risk-based cleanup standards to The RWQCB does not require risk-based standards for UST and AST site

make its NFA determinations for UST/AST sites, DTSC would like a closures. AU site investigations and remedial actions have been completed
notification in the deed to inform future landowners of the cleanup _ for the sites that the RWQCB has concurred with the recommendations for

criteria used at these sites. Please incorporate a new subsection in closure per the California Code of Regulations. Therefore, no additional

Section 8.0 tiffed "Notification - Underground and Aboveground Storage discussion is necessary.
Tanks."

Please include the following statements, "Underground storage tanks
The Navy understands this is an "Unresolved Comment" and it will be

(USTs) and Aboveground Storage Tanks (ASTs) have been removed attached to this FOST per the BRIM guidelines.
from the transfer portion of Parcel 24. These USTs and ASTs were

removed according to standards promulgated by the Regional Water

Quality Control Board, Santa Ana (RWQCB). The RWQCB uses water
protection standards as its guidelines, in order to protect the quahty of
surface and subsurface water. These standards do not include a risk-

based approach to cleanup and therefore on a case by case basis may not
be as protective of human health and the environment as a risk-based

approach to cleanup may be."

"As a result of the standards utilized in the cleanup at thes6 UST/AST '

sites, hazardous substances contained in petroleum products may have

been left at the sites at levels that are not protective of human health."

i



Unresolved Comments

Finding of Suitability to Transfer

Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, California

California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) United States Department of the Navy (DON)

2. Based on the age (pre-1978) of buildings identified in Section 8.4.1 (Note: DON recognizes that U.S. EPA and DTSC consider the presence of exterior
There is one additional pre-1978 building [17] that should be identified in LBP that has been released to the soil to pose a potential CERCLA release

Section 8.4.1), the DON maintains that LBP may be present on the to the environment. However, the U.S. EPA and DoD previously "agreed

exterior painted surfaces and may be present in the surrounding to disagree" on the question of natural weathering being a release of a
environment. (Note: There is one building [3005T] where the date of CERCLA hazardous substance during negotiations for the joint U.S.
construction is unknown and the possibility exists that LBP may be EPA/DoD Field Guide. DoD deliberately avoided expressly endorsing or

present on the exterior painted surfaces and may be present in the agreeing with the U.S. EPA's position in the Field Guide. The Field Guide
surrounding environment.) However, Section 8.4 seems to assert that also states that, "although EPA concluded that the release of lead to soil
DON does not intend to evaluate or abate LBP associated with these from lead-based paint from structures falls within the CERCLA definition

buildings, now or in the future. The DON maintains that Buildings [17], of a hazardous substances release, EPA and DoD agree that for the
41, 53, 66, 89 and [3005T] are non-residential buildings and as such, DON majority of situations involving target housing (and child-occupied
is not responsible for evaluation or abatement of lead in soils facilities), Title X is sufficiently protective to address hazards posed by

surroundingthese facilities, lead-basedpaint.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and DTSC The CERCLA liability to evaluate and abate any LBP release/hazards does

consider the presence of exterior LBP that has been released to the soil, to not apply to DON since DON does not consider the release of LBP by

pose a potential Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation weathering a CERCLA release. The CERCLA warranty for LBP cleanup
and Liability Act (CERCLA) release to the environment. DON is costs after transfer is not applicable based in the DON's position for

required to evaluate and address all releases of CERCLA hazardous releases of LBP through weathering. Any evaluation and abatement of
substances at its facilities, and where property has been transferred soil-lead hazards at MCAS Tustin for nonresidential buildings and
under CERCLA 120(h)(3) the DON must covenant that it will perform structures will be the responsibility of the future transferee unless DoD

any remedial action found to be necessary after the date of transfer. In policy or generally applicable standards for nonresidential
addition, the "DoD Policy on Responsibility for Additional buildings/structures are promulgated after transfer.

Environmental Cleanup after Transfer of Real Property" (DoD comeback
.... 1 _ The Navy understands this is an "Unresolved Comment" and it will be

policy) asserts that DoD will typlcally utilize the Local Redevelopment
Authority's reuse plan as the basis for the land,use assumptions that DoD attached to this FOST per the BRIM guidelines.
will consider during a remedy selection process. Because of the age of Building 3005T was built in 1990 and does not have an issue with LBP

the buildings, a potential release to the environment of lead associated
with exterior lead-based paint exists, DON should conduct soil sampling
to determine whether soils surrounding the above buildings contain lead

from LBP at levels which may pose a threat to human health and the
environment.

i
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Unresolved Comments

Finding of Suitability to Transfer
Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, California

4

California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) United States Department of the Navy (DON)
2. DTSC understands that the DON looks to Title X, the Residential Lead-

(cont.) Based Paint Hazard Reduction Act and the joint DoD/U.S. EPA interim
final "Lead-Based Paint Guidelines for Disposal of Department of

Defense Residential Real Property - A Field Guide" (December 1999) to

address the hazards posed by LBP. DTSC however, has not adopted the
joint DoD/U.S. EPA guidelines and its criteria for evaluating LBP
hazards. DTSC maintains that lead from LBP is a CERCLA release.

Therefore, without site-specific data, DTSC is unable to determine

whether, pursuant to CERCLA 120(h)(3), all remedial actions have been

taken at the transfer portion of Parcel 24 with respect to potential releases
of lead from LBP. In addition, DTSC cannot concur categorically that the
DON has no future CERCLA liability to evaluate or remediate LBP
releases into the soil should such contamination be found.

3. The FOST states that there are (14) Area Type 2 underground storage The RWQCB does not require risk-based standards for UST and AST site

tanks (USTs) and (2) Area Type 2 aboveground storage tanks (ASTs) closures. All site investigations and remedial actions have been completed
which received no further action (NFA) concurrence from the Regional for the sites that the RWQCB has concurred with the recommendations for

Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), located on the transfer portion closure per the California Code of Regulations. Therefore, no additional
of Parcel 24. Because the RWQCB uses other than risk based clean up discussion is necessary.
standards to make its NFA determinations for UST/AST sites, Section 2.1

should be supplemented with a discussion on past response actions and The Navy understands this is an "Unresolved Comment" and it will be
attached to this FOST per the BRIM guidelines.cleanup standards used for each of the UST/AST sites.

3
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